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FOREWORD

The first volume of Gaekwad’s Oriental Series, viz the Kavyamimimsa
of Rijadekhara, was published 1n 1916, and after that, more than 150 Volumes
are published 1n the Series, and a number of others are in the Press or under
preparation, Meanwhile many works published earlier have gone out of
print, and 1t was necessary to reprint as many of them as possible. It has, now,
become possible to reprint at least a few such texts with the help rendered by
the Mimistry of Education, Government of India, under their scheme to re-
publish out of print Samsknt works

The Nyayapravesa, Pt I ( Sansknt Text), ascribed to famous logician
Dinndga by some scholars and to his pupil Sankarasvamin by others, 1s one of
the works selected for reprint under the scheme. It was edited by Acharya
Anandshankar B Dhruva, and was published 1n 1930 as no 38 of the Gaekwad’s
Oneantal Series (It may be noted here that the Nyadyaprave$a, Pt, 1I,
containing a Tibetan translation of Sanskrit Text, edited by Pt. Vidhuse-
khara Bhattacharyya, was published 1n 1927, as G,O.S. no 39.) This 1s an
important text of Buddhist logic, all the more remarkable because it was
published along with a commentary by famous Jaina scholar, Haribhadrasin.
The learned editor, Acharya Dhruva, bas added his own Notes in Enghsh
I trust that the reprint of this text will be welcomed by the students of

ancient Indian philosophical literature in general and those of Buddhist logic
i particular

I take this opportunity to thank the Ministry of Education, Government
of India, for giving generous financial aid towards the publication of this Volume.

B, J. Sandesara

Darector
Onental Institute,

Baroda,
August 31, 1968






INTRODUCTION.

o et
1 The Author of the Nyaya-praves’a.

When nearly ten years ago my lamented friend and pupil, Mr. C. D.
Dalal, asked me to undertake some publication for the G. O 8., and on
my consenting to do 80 wanted me to choose beween 7Taltvasamgraha and
‘Dinnaga’s Nyayapravesa, my choice fell upon the latter. A Tibetan
version of the work had been noticed by Dr Satischandra Vidyabhusana in
his ‘History of Medieval Indian Logie,’ but its Sankrit original, he thought,
“was lost”, and therefore the discovery of the Sanskrit Mss was expected to be
hailed as a valuable find, Moreover, Dinndga, to whom the work was attri-
buted, was one of the greatest figuresin the history of Buddhist philosophy,
and consequently in editing his work, I imagined I would be bringing to
light the next great milestone in the history of Buddhist logic in the journey
backwards from Dharmakirti, to whose work I was introduced in 1890 in
Dr. Peterson’s room in the Elphinstone College, Bombay, when that scholar
was engaged in editing Dharmakirti's Nyayabindu with Dharmottara’s
Tika. Furthermore, I had 2 lurking hope that the Tibetan version might turn
out to be a mere summary, in which case this new find might very well

prove to be “a peak of Darien’ revealing a vast stretch of some new land of
philosophical thought.

On looking into the Mss I was not a lhittle disappointed. The
Senskrit text was found to be the exact origmal of the Tibetan version
which had been translated into Englsh by Dr. Vidyabhtsapa, and so far
although a valuable find, it made no addition to our knowledge of Buddhist
logic Moreover, to my great surprise I saw that in the Mss the name of
Dinnaga was nowhere given as the author of the Nyayapravega ! A
gleam of hope that I might still be able to show that the work was Dinnaga’s
burst upon me when I read the word * fGWmIR@¥ * in the concluding verse,
But my faith in the surmise that this mught be suggestive of Dinnaga’s
authorthip was very much shaken when I found that the Sanskrit
commentator of the work—although usually Sanskrit commentators are very
keen-sighted and speculative in this respect—saw no such suggestion even
though he had referred, just a line before, to Pramix,lasamuceaya which 1s g
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wellknown work of Difindga’s. I had, therefore, to turn for evidence to
those famous works of Indian Logic which contain direct or indirect
references to Dinndgs, viz., the Nyaysbindu and its Tiks, the
Nyayavartika and its Tikd, and the S’lokavartika and its Tikd. In the
years which have elapsed since then, the results of my investigation have -
been largely anticipated by scholars who have worked upon these and
other materials with the help of the Tibetan version. This was only
natural. The Mss which could have been easily put into print in less
than two years had been lying with me for ten, and although this was
mainly due to causes beyond my control it was impossible to expect that
the tide of research should wait for the personal convenience of any man.
Today, therefore, my task consists merely of holding the scales even
between two contending parties and exercising the privilege of a judge in
criticising the evidence of both.

On the question—~~Who is the author of the Nyayapraves'aP-scholars

are ranged in two groups, which may be termed the Tibetan school and
the Chinese school in accordance with the source of the evidence on

which they rely. Dr. Satischandra VidyZbhfisana, Pandit Vidhushekhara
Bhattacharya and Dr. Keith ( the last somewhat cautiously ) belong to the
former ; Prof. Ui, Sugiura, Tucci, Tubianski and Mironov to the latter.
The first group depending upon Tibetan evidence regard the Nyaya-
praves’a as a work Dinndga’s, while the second on the strength of Chinese
evidence attribute it to S’ankarasvamin, a disciple of Difinaga.

Some years ago, a8 a result of his study of the Tibetan Mss
Dr. Satischandra Vidyabhusana mentioned the Nydyapraves'a as a work
on Logic by Dinnaga, and the Sanskrt text which is now being published
was found to agree so completely with the Tibetan version as translated
into Enghsh by Dr. Vidyabhusana that Mr. Dalal, who had acquired the
Mss of the Sanskrit text for the Baroda State, was also led to believe
that the work was Dian3ga’s. This prima facie view has been sub-
sequently supported with considersble external and internal evidence
by Pandit Vidhushekhera Bhattacharya in the Introduction to his Tibetan

edition of the work recently pubhshed as “ Nyayapraves’a Part I[ ”
G. 0. S. His evidence is as follows i— 7 in the
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(1) T eays “sR ~rasAeER grRiREamE: @ 1; and 6o reads T*: swor-
o RS T Rt dan” )
(2) Commenting upon the introductory verse of his Pramana-
samuceaya which contains the lines :—
SRR e
FRera gt sghm n”
(#) Difnaga says in Lis vrtti *..... @RS ( =rreraaiey )

RENEE SAvEgEd weTs: |
(6) Agamn, Jinendrabuddhi, commenting on the same in his Vig'ala-
malavati, says— o qedRTETRIRE AR | SR SRR
(=Rl )~wfeEm @ i
(¢) And -the same writer says = lhttle further on: “&Aswal
R (=R, ) SAuteREeTREE | aane | @ T
ForadeRiRe sergegu ) (N. Pr Skt p 7, 1, 13) e 7 Fear !
TG, R SeEd e 1 7
Note—Pandit Vidhushekhara equates ‘“magR’ with “weR® in the
above extracts on the strength of a note in the colophon of T* (pp- 28-29
that “in a Chinese book it is seen as Nyayapravesa whilein Tibet it ig
now known as Nyayadvara”.
This equation however, does not seem justified. For, as pointed
out by Dr. Tuca, “in the colophon to the Nyayapraves'a, translated into
Tibetan from the Chinese (Cordier, ifi, p. 436), it is already said that this
work must not be identified with the Nyaysmukha [ Dr. Tueci’s reading
for Nyayadvara] which is quoted in the commentary on the Pramana-
(samuceaya).”. The note in the colophon of T° to which Pandit Vidhushe-
kbara refers should, therefore, be explained in some such way as this, that
the Tibetans had not seen either the Nyayadvara or the Nyayapraves’s, and
had heard only of the former, and consequently when they saw
Nyayapraves’s they thought that it was the same as Nyayadvara
(3) There are references to Difnga’s logical tenets in Kumfrila’s
’lokavartika some of which are traceable, almost verbatim, to
the Nyayapraves’s, a few of these being expressly attributed
to Diindga by Parthasdrathimis’ra, the commentator of the
S’lokavartika. These are as follows :—
(a) % sewr aw SEETETE—ST-vart (Anu-P, 60)
Rearieed, sraRtEeisi | abusif 9 §fi—Parthasarathi,
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Now compare the illustration of S@aifie® in the Nyayapraves'sa:
SRR 441 SAE” [ i

(b) g aar s @ e s a— S'l-vart (Anu-P, 63a)
Compare &=l a1 ar ¥ g=afa (N. Pr P.2,11 17, 18).
Note—The commentator of the S’lokavartika does not say that
the passage the S'l-vart 1s taken from or found in any of the
works of Difnaga. '

(c) =il afer O Rl
9 gaeEiied Fwgad @il « §'1-vart (Anu-P, 64b,65 a)

Compare 7l @ s77—found in Ch and T? of the N. Pr., but
not in T' or the Skt. text where the illustration is “gFwRER:E9S
HIg AT g, .

(d) The last illustration—3RmRR:39 ete.—occursin Parthasarathi-
mis'rd’s commentary with the only difference that o1g is omitted,

which makes no difference in sense. This is given in the
Nyayapraves'a as an illustration of ¥&REes.

Note~—In Parthasarathi’s commentary it is introduced with
the words 7 @ § giimRiideesd sikg@a” and is regarded asa
cage of ‘enwwara’, and not ‘SR (=FRENNRE®EE as it ig
called there) as supposed by Pandit Vidhushekhara. The
learned scholar seems to have been misled by the printing in
the Chowkhamba edition of the Commentary on the S’loka-
vartika where the passage on ¢ @wmars’ beginmng with “9 @ g
ete.” has been mixed up with the paragraph on JiHes.

(¢) Ty Tegoat dmarsegmiar S'l-vart (Anu-P, 105 a)
Compare TEPRIGET: Yeaer=sameAagad, (@189 omitted in T*
N. Pr.) which 18 given as an illustration of THRR R
(& variety of fwg ) in the Nyayapravesa

Of these, as pointed out by Dr. Tucci, (a) and (c) are found also in the

Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukha as it is called by Dr. Tucci), and so drop out of
the argument altogether; (b), (d) and (e) occur in the Nyayapraves’a but not
in the Nyayadvara, which, however, does not prove thatthey have been drawn
from the Nyayapraves’a. The name of the fallacy of (b) occursin the N yaya~
dvara (=Nyayamukha of Tucci) though not the illustration, which
although found in the NyZyapraves’s need not have been drawn from it,



ix

As regards (d) it is given by Parthasarathi as an illustration of arrmafaer
and consequently it 15 certain that it is not taken from the Nyayapraves'a
where @AReE is illustrated quite differently, and the example under
discussion is called M%fmz. Lastly, (e) is a well-known argument of the
Samkhya. In regard to this Dr. Tucci says: “The example was not
invented by Difmaga, who rather took it from the Samkhya-Karika 17. ?
He has, however, missed the point. In the Samkhya-Karika it is not
given as a fallacy, but as a vahd argument. As a fallacy it is givenin
the Nyayapraves's, and o also in the S'lokavartisa Pandit Vidhusekhara
could therefore argue that the latter had borrowed it from the Nyaprave'sa
and pot from the SamkhyaKarkd The argument however, cannot
establish the main thesis. For, assuming for & moment that the author of
the §’lokavartka has borrowed the illustration from the Nyayapraves's,
how does it follow that Diinaga 15 the author of the Nyayapravasa ? Asa
matter of fact the assumption too is unwarranted. For, on a subject like
the existence and nature of ®mwwd the Buddhist could not have been
the only critic of the Samkhyas, and consequently the Samkhya-Karika
under consideration must have been criticised 1 several non-Buddhist as
well as Buddhist works.

Tosumup Two conditions would be neceseary to justify the
conclusion that Dinndga is the author of the Nyayapraves’a; 1st, that a
certain passage occurs 1n the Nyayapraves’a only, and 2ndly, that it has
been attributed to DionZga The only passage which has been connected
with Diindga by Parthastrathimis'ra 18 No 2 (a), but 1t occurs also in the
Nyayadvara (=Nyayamukhs) and thus breaks down as an argument to
prove Dinnaga’s authorship of the Nyayapraves’a.

Aganst this, the Chinese school stands for S’ankarasvamin’s
suthorship of the Nyayapraves'a, which according to Sugiura was “intended
to be an introduction to Dinna’ [Dinndga’s] work ” Prof. Ui after laying
bare .th’e confusion in Dr. Vidyabhusane’s treatment of certam numbers in
mey‘o & Catalogue concludes* “ The ascription of the Nyiyapraves’a to
Dignaga 18 not correct. ” But the most detaled criticism of the Dinnaga
theory’has besn put forward by Mr. Tubianski, who contends that “the Nyaya-
pravessa was_not the work of Dinnaga” He compares the Nyayapraves'a
with the Nyayadvara which 18 unquestionably a work of Dionaga’s, and as
a result he finds : ’ s

(1) That the Nyayapraves'a has some fallacies in the li &AL
. which are not found in the Nyayadvara. ® lsh of i
i
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(2) The gamaas, fourteen in number as enumerated in the
Nyayadvara and the Pramapasamuccays, sre not found in
the Nyayapraves's

(3) The termnology of the Nyayapraves’s 15 more lucid than that
of Dinnaga’s works,

(4) Dharmakirt, the suthor of the NyZyahindu and known as a
Vartikakdra of Dinndga, uses the term gzEwIag instead of
qafiquieliaarT of Nyayapraves'a.

From these data Mr. Tubianski concludes that the Nyayapraves'
is not a work of Diindga.

Reviewmng these arguments, Dr. Keith thinks that none
of them 18 conclusive, the discrepancies between the Nyayadvara
and the Nyayapraves’s being such as can be satisfactorily accounted
for on the hypothesis that the Ny@yapraves'a was later than the Nyaya-
dvara, Though both of them were works of the same author
Thus, in the Nyayapraves's Dinn3ga, as a result of further
cogitation. has discovered more types of 9gnia than he had done before ;
and, if he has dropped the fourteen ZFWwigs in the Nyayapraves's, it is
because he has seen no valid ground for continuing the Brahmenieal
tradition of Suids” ( the equivalent of ggwmatd n Brahmana Logic ) which he
had followed 1n his earlier works ; that the Nyayapravess ig written in a
more lucd style than the Nyayadvara only proves that 1t is a later, and
therefore more polished, work than the Nyayadvara. Mr. Keith, however,
while thus disposing of Mr. Tubianski’s argument sgainst Diinaga’s
authorship of the Ny@yapravess, differs from Pandit Vidhushekhars in
g0 far as the latter regards the Ny@yadvara to be the same as Nyaya-
praves’s according to & Tibetan tradition. “ There is no real doubt, ” says
Mr. Keith, “that the Nyayadvara (not io be dentified with the Nyayapraves'a)
was used in the Pramanasamuccays, and the definition [of 5@&g ] was
taken thence.” At the same time he suggests that the word ‘enf&’ of
‘FEEOR T in CEEEOEgERRA. ' m the PramZpasamuceaya-Vrtti  of

Dinnaga and elsewhere may well include =ms3w, and thus not exclude the
possibility of the Nyayapraves'a being one of the works composed by Diinaga,

This posiion of Mr. Keith, however, destroys the value of Pandit
Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya’s ground No. 1.

Denling with™ the other grounds of Pandit Vidhushekhara, which
consist of certain supposed references to the Nyayapravesa in Kumarila’s
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S'lokavartika and Parthasarathimis’ra’s commentary thereon, Keith says
that the references “are mnot conclusive evidence in the absence of any
definite mention of that text [ Nyiyapraves'a]and of any proof that the
doctrines cited are not found in other parts of the writings of Dignaga.’

Thisis just that weak hnk in the chein of Pandit Vidhushekhara’s argument
No. 2 which I have pomted out above (see p. 1z). Mr. Keith concludes this
part of hue article with the characteristic remark “It appears to me, therefore.
that from the evidence adduced by Mr. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya and
Mr. Tubianski alike no certain conclusion can be drawn.” The external
evidence which Mr. Tubianski has adduced to support his denial of Dinnaga’s
authorship of the Nydyapraves'ais that the Chinese who know of hoth
the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves’a and who have made the Nyaya-
praves’a the basis of their logical studies had evidently “larger materials

for ascription - than the Tibetans, and they have ascribed the Ilatter fo

S'ankarasvamun and not to Difinags, although they know of both.

With all the arguments of Pt, Vidbushekhara, with the exception
of No 1., thus removed from the field, and those of Mr. Tubianski shown
to be inconclusive, the whole controversy reduces itself to a conflict
between two traditions—the Tibetan and the Chinese. As against,
Tubianski’s plea of the greater reliability of the Chinese fradition in view of
the Nyayapraves's being a work of special study in China, Mr. Keith observes
that, as pointed out by Pt. Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya, one of the two Tibetan
versions (T?) was based on the Chinese version and this fact reduces mate-
rially the strength of the arguement from the Chinese tradition. As Pt
Vidhushekhara cautiously observes “at least at the time of the tramslation
(T? from Chinese into Tibetan) S’ankarasv@min as the author of the work
was unkoown not only in Tibet but also 1n China”. The strength of the
Chinese tradition 1n favour of S’ankarasvamin’s authorship is still furthep
reduced if we accept Pt. Vidhushekhsra’s argument that No. 4 of Itsing’s list
of Difinaga’s works 1s to be 1dentified with the Nyayapraves’a. Tubiapski
thinks that Itsing’s 1st of Dinndga's works contains nothing thet ean be
identified with the Nydyapraves's “But”, observes Mr. Keith, “tha;

is hardly the case, No4 of Itsing’slist [The S’astra on the Gate of the Cause™]
appears to be the Hetudvaras'astra or Hetudvara “and he refuses to accept

‘Tubianski’s objection that “it cannot aswer to Nyayapraves'a, as the last does
not treat exclusively of Aefu.” On the contrary, he sees decidedly more
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validity in Mr, Vidhushekhara Bhattacharya's view that “Hetudvara and
Nyayadvara (equivalent to Nyayapreves's) mean the same thing.” I am unable
to agree with Dr. Keith and Pandit Vidhushekhara in identifying 2gaR with
AR and saMER with =msen (I wonder how Mr. Keith accepts the second
identity having himself distinguished mas&m from ¥R in a preceding
paragraph). It scems to me that a clear distinction is meant by Dinnaga
between 233 and =™ iu the titles of his books, the latter being used in
the widest sense of Reasoning while the former mesns only the Middle
Term. Sucha confusion would be particularly surprising in Buddhist
Logic where 9&n19 and @ewaE ave clearly distinguished from geawma.  For
this reason I am rather inchned to agree with Dr. Vidyabhu®ans in
identifying Itsing’s No. 4 Hetudvarasasastra with Hetucakra-hamaru
(nightly read Hetucakradamaru by Tucer and Randle.).

The Chinese school has to account for what Tubianski cells the
“Tibetan blunder.” This is how Tubianski explsins it : The Tibetans knew
of the Nyayadvara from Dinnaga’s own references to it in his comments on
the Pramanasamuccaya, but as they had no version of it they thought that
the Nyayapravesa which was really a work of Sankarasvamin, but
not so known to them, to be the same asthe Nyayadvars, and con-
sequently believed that Difin3ga was its author. This, he adds, is “evident
from such a title as the Nyayapraves’advara given by him to one of the
Tibetan versions”. With reference to this Mr. Keith remarks that “there is not
the shghtest evidence of ignorance on the part of the Tibetans, the Tibetan
index giving an express warning against confusing NyZ3yapraves’a with
Nyayadvara”. This, however, is not altogether true. That there was some
confusion 1 Tibetan between Nydyapraves'a and Nyayadvara is shown by
Pt. Vidhushekhara, who on the basis of this confusion has attempted to

identify the two works

1 we have thus failed to armive at a definite conclusion regarding
the authorship of the Nyayapraves'a, it is because no single piece of
evidence, nor even the general weight of the whole, which is at present
available, 1s found to be conclusive. We must, therefore, wait for more
hght for the solution of this problem, which, we may hope, will come
some day out of the Tibetan and Chinese libraries of Mss, of which large
m-sses still remain to be explored, pubhshed and studied. Mean-while,
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" 1 may be permitted to record my personal opinion, based on the general
trend of the evidence discussed above, fentatively as follows:—

The Nyayapraves'a is a work composed by S’ankarasvamin to
facilitate entrance into the NyZyadvara (=*“The Gate of Logic” )
which is & work of his master Dinnaga.

In the interests of correct historical scholarship, it was necessary
to consider whether the Nyayapraves'a was a work of Dinnaga’s or
S'ankarasvimin’s. But the master and the pupil being contemporaries,
there are several related problems to which it makes no difference whether
we attnibute this work to DinSge or to S’ankarasv@mm. Thus, for
example in discussing the chronological relationship of certain other works
of hteratme and philosophy to the Nyayapraves's, we may very well
consider them 1n relation to Dinnags, who is far better known than his
pupil S’ankarasvamin.

IT. The Nyayapraves’a and the Manimekhalai

The question of the authorship of the Nyayapraves’a and its date
have recently come into prominence in connection with chapter XXIX of
a Tamil work called the Manimekhala;, which 15 almost identical with
the whole of the Nyayapraves’a Professor S. Kuppuswami S’astri of the
Madras Upiversity has presented in parallel columns the striking
coincidence of the logic of Araavanavatikal, the Buddhist teacher of
Mammekhalai in the romance, with that of Diindga, the author of the
Pramdna-Samuccays, whom he has assnmed to be the author of the

Nyayapraves'a also on the authority of Dr Satischandra Vidyabhusana.
The points of comncidencs brought to light are —

(1) The dactrine of two 5m7s, S@& and &ga, with just one word
added, viz, @915 .

(2) The defimtion of s@& which 15 confined to the Rif¥eeys
variety. -

(3) The five 2393, from .which only three have been recognized,
viz., 94, ¥g and @,

(4) The nwne qgmmEs, viz, SOgwes, SRERRE, Taaaaes, sl
sRafRaT, wateRasT, efiEng and smiRedr ’
(8) The three s, viz, G, A% (=) and 63, of which

the first 15 subdivided into four viz , Swarfte, swrRmE, Rafiiz ®

and #mfEE; the sccond mto sz, viz., MR, ST,
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aueRaIR e, RudmRmf augaia, simsg™ and A%
=i , and the third into four viz. aferseRmiaars, WRd-
Andeaas, AfaeTasdaan®, and gFRawEaiaEaE,
(6) The five EvHezRaNTEs, viz., mqaamm ATEfFS, SRS,
w7 and fwiawm; and five F9FTERANIEs, viz., SEIRER,
AR, SAAEITN, SeTls and RAWIGERRT
(7) Mention of Regra=Ra, and sERmasa, ( fAea ) N, which
Dharmakirti drops

’

From the extraordinary comncidence of ‘definitions, illustrations, and
even order of enumeration 1n several instances’ between this chapter of the
Manimekhala1 and the Nysyapraves's, Prof. Kuppuswami S'astri concludes
that the former is based upon the latter and that “while section XXIX 'of
the Mammekhalai cannot be assigned to pre-Dinnéiga period of Buddhist
logie, there are sufficient indications to place it 1 the post-Dinsaga period,
close to the transition to certain departures advocated by Dharmskirt1 by
way of improvement.”

As agamst this view stands that of Dr. Krishnaswami Aiyangar
who regards the chapter XXIX of the Manimekhalai as belonging to the
pre-Diunfiga period of Buddhist logic. His contention is that in several
respects 1t takes up a halting position between the old Brabmanical Nysya
and the Nydya of Diiniga Thus .~

(1) In the Manimekhalai the pramanas are said to be only two,
others beng regarded as capable of inclusion in the seccond ; ;
whereas “ Difindga, who seems to have no such qualms and
actually deals with the four pramiinas of the Naryayikas, rejects
the first two, after examination positively” ( see the Pramana-
sumuceaya of Duiniga)

(2) Simlarly in the discussion of the avayavas, the Manimekhalg,
seems to mark a transition It mentions the jfive avayavas,
accepts three and does not consider the other two as they are
capable of 1nclusion in the third. There is nothing hke
rejection of them as invalid as in Dinniga.”

Prof. Krishnaswami next points out that—

(3) “Dinuaga solemnly lays himself out to consider the Swvartha
( snd Parartha forms of syllogism.....s......After a serions
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discussion he comes to the conclusion that the latter being
included in the former it is superfluous to treat of it
separately. To the Manimekhalai it does not seem necessary to
discuss the latter at all.

The last fact does not seem to me to prove Prof. Krishnaswami’s
thesis that the Manimekhalai represents the transition stage pointing
towsrds the logic of Difindga and therefore earlier than Diinaga. On
the contrary it wonld show that what required to be discussed in the days
of Dinniga had become an accepted truth i the time of the Manimekhalai.
As regards the first point, it could be said in reply that the radical
reforms of Ditindga had reached the stage of unquestioned acceptance in
the days of the Manimekhalai. Dinndga laid down the doctrine of the
two pramanas, Pratyaksa and Anumane, to the exclusion of all the rest
But the Manimekhalai still continued what was perbaps the older attitude
viz., that the two pram@nas mncluded all the others, a view similar to that
of the old Vais'esikas,

It must be adutted that the resemblance between the contents of
the Nyayapraves'a and those of the XXIX chapter of the Manimekhalai
is so complete that the Nyayapraves'a must be supposed to be either inserted
in or extracted out of the Manimekhalai. The former hypothesis would
seem to be more probable in view of the fact that the Manimekhalai was
after all a romance and not primarily a work on logie. Thus, as Dr. Jacobi
pomts out in his correspondence with.Prof. Krishnaswami “in many
Jarin romances there is introduced some Yati, who gives an exposition
of the law, converts the hero ete. ete. but nobody has taken these teachers
for historical persons. ” Even if we do not go as far as the learned
German otientalist and deny the historicity of the Buddhist sage— Aravana
Adigal—of the Manimekhalai there is no doubt that there is far less
likehhood of a logician extracting a chapter of a romsance verbatim and
passing it off as his work than of the writer of a romance borrowing a book
of logic from a logician and wmserting 1t m his work to show off his
S'astraic learning. The probability of the latter hypothess is further
strengthened by the evidence of certain lapses on the part of the borrower
For example, the writer of the Manimekhalai substitutes three for five
avayavas very uminteligently. He does not perceive that the last two

ayayavas can never be included in the drsttants, as he ignorantly imagiaes.
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Impressed by the arguments which require Manimekhalsi to be
placed after Difnags, the author of the Nyayapraves's according to the
Tibetan tradition, Mr. R. Narasimhacharyar, ex-Director of Archeological
Researches in Mysore, would shift the date of Dinnaga from 400 A.D.
which is at present the generally accepted date, to the second century A. D.
in order to meet a difficulty caused by South Indian history. The contents
of the Manimekhalai, it is said, point to its being a produection of the

Sangam age, and the Sangsm age being supposed to fall in the second

century A. D, the Ny4yapraves’a which is incorporated in the Manimekhalai
should be regarded as still earlier. Who is then the author of the Nyaya-
praves'a? Nagarjuna, says Mr. Sesha Aiyar boldly, and assigns him to
the 1st centary B.C. In attributing the NyZyapravesa to NZgfirjuna
Mr. Axyar takes his stand on the statement in Bunju Nanjio’s catalogue
p. 270 Nos. 1223, 1224, which Takakusu has also aceepted. This, however, is
a mistake, Nagarjuna being wrongly read for Dinnggu as Pandit Vidhushe-
kbara Sestri has shown (N.Pr.Pt. IL G O. 8. Introduction p. xii.)
Mr, Aiyar’shypothesisisrendered highly improbable by the developed form of
the treatment of logical fallacies which is contained in the work. Mareover,
it would be contrary to all that we know about Difngga and his contempo~
rariesas well as to both Tibetan and Chinese traditions abont the authorship
of the Nyayapraves'a. As Prof. Krishnaswami had to point out in rejecting
Mr. R. Narasimhacharyar’s suggestion “Dinn3ga’s contemporaneity with
Vasubandhu would be difficult to call in question unless we are prepared to
throw to the four winds all the available evidence of literary tradition com-
pletely. Vasubandhu cannot be taken to an anterior date such as this
would imply without doing very great violence to accredited Buddhist
tradition and Chinese evidence of a definite character”. Besides, the date
of the Sangam age which is eaid to be the second century A. D. is still
uncertain, and it is further doubtful whether we sre justified in assuming
that the time to which the work ( Manimekhalai ) refers is ¢ undonbtedly
the time of the author.” -

1. Dinnaga and Pras’astapada.

As early as 1904, Prof. Stcherbatsky advanced his view that Diting ga
was prior to Prag’astapide. Later, however, this Russian savant
reversed their order and maintained that Pras’astapida was either a cope

temporary or a predecessor of Vasubandhu, the teacher of DifinZga.

4



L

vil

Dr B. Faddegon (1918), coptroverting Stcherbatsky’s earlier writing
questioned the correctness of the view that the Vaig'esika had borrowed from
the Buddhust logician, namely, Prag’astap@da from Dinnaga. His ground
was one which deserves to be appreciated more than is commonly done.
He wrote” *“Years and years before Dinngga and Prag’astapada hved, there
must have existed a mutual intellectnal influence of Brshminism and
Buddhism. When we look for instance at the different examples of
hetvabhasas and other @bhasas which Vidyabhisapa quotes from the
Nyayapraves's, then one circumstance strikes us immediately: nearly helf
of the examples have to do with the eternality or the transiency of sound.”
Add to thisone more circumstance, and it ought to put an end to all
unwarranted speculation about the origimahty of a particular doctrine in
Brabmana or Bauddha logic_as is well known several Brahmanas in that age,
who may be presumed to have had training 1 Brahmanical S'gstras, became
Buddhists~—and Dinnfga is a conspicuous example of this class—although
the converse of thie would appear to be very rare owing to the exclusiveness
of the Brahmamcal caste. Keith, however, has emphatically asserted that
“Prasastapada was 1indebted for his system largely to Dinn#ga ”;
and even Randle, who has been very cautious m his committals in
this matter is inchned to beheve *that Dinniga was earlier than
Pras’'astapada, slthough in some cases where simlarity of logical
tenets or illustrations 18 to be found between them, this may be due to
Pragastapada having borrowed from a Vaig'esitka writer earlier than Dimaga
rather than from Dinnaga lameelf ” It will thus be observed that the
problem of the relative chronology and indebtedness of Pras’astapada and
Difinaga is by no means smple it 18 particularly dfficult, as we know
definitely that there were Vaig'esika commentators before Pras’astapada and
Buddhist logicians before Dinnaga. For example, when we see that parti-
calar doctrines which are not found in the Vais'esika Shtras are found in
the Pras'astapade BhaSya and are referred to by Difndga and even his
predecessors, we may be tempted to conclude that all these Buddhist
writers including Dinnaga were posterior to Prag’astapada. But, says
Mr. Randle, “wmmece there were Vais'esika commentators before
P -av'astapada whose comments Pras’astapdda embodied in his Bhasya, it is
these earlier commentators who are cited and referred to by Dion#ga and
his Bauddha predecessors.”
il
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While the general force of this line of ergument may well be
admitted, it is impossible to rule out every parallel on the simple plea
that it may have been taken by DinnZga not from Pras’astapzda but {rom
one of s Vaiv'esika predecessors. Such a position would paralyse all
argument from parallels. Some of the considerations which Stcherbatsky
has cited 1n his later work to show that Pras’astapada could well have been
a contemporary of Vasubandhu, the Buddhist teacher of Dinnaga, may be

here noted $

(1)

(2)

-

Vasubandhu quotes the Vaisesika definition of &4 not
according to the text of the Sutra but according to the text of
Prag’astapida’s Bbasya, viz., “swngdi: ange” “It is herdiy
to supposed thut both Prasg’astapada and Vasubandhu refer
to an older source”—comments Stcherbatsky.

The Vaisesika theory of sound—that it consists of a serits
terminating at the place of hearmmg—which Vasubandhu
citticises 18 the one found in the Pras’astapada Bhasya and
not in the Vaiws'esika Sutras. “ This artificial theory » says
Steherbatsky “ is not found in the Bhasya and Pras’astapada
18 manifestly its author.” It follows from these facts ™.
concludes this Russian scholar giving his revised opinion,

“that Pras’astapada 1s either a predecessor or a contemporary of
Vasubandhu. ”

We must, however, before accepting this position consider the
arguments which have been definitely advanced to prove that Dianiga
was earher than Prag’astapada

There are several other considerations which, although they do not
conclusively establish Pras’astapida’s priority, constitute prima facie
evidence in its favour :—

(1) One such noted by Randle 1s a passage in the chapter on the

Bauddha-Dars'anain the Sarva-dars’ana saingraha The Passage
runs thus :

“f BN GG SR 9 S GRS EIaE: SO araTaieT | .
A ekaaRd EREETaiia 0, iR TSI, SIS |
B3 ‘A= FANME SASIRREAR | aseaTdt wmgRRERgwar |
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- 7o 3 WA daed 4 g | REE T smenfy Rmaagrgan i q ay
A9 adizRa oA Sgaa ) R W AR sggawais b 7 g
Tt may be said that the linesquoted after “ag.” in this paseage
have been mtroduced as a criticism of Prag’astapida regarding
@a=r and it hss been attributed by Dharmabhiisana (&
Jama writer of the sixteenth or sevententh century A. D.) to
Dinnaga  This would show that Difnaga 18 posterior to
Pras’astapada. But, against this, 1t should be noted that the
passage is quoted not as Difnaga’s criticisn of Pras’astapada’s
dictum, but as his criticism of the @m= doctrine. Moreover,
the value of Dharmabhtisana’s attribution of the passage
to Dindga is very mmuch discounted by the fact that
Dharmabhusana belongs to a much later age, which is some

twelve hundred years after Dinnaga, when it might have
been a tradition to attrmbute all criticims of @wEE to
Dinnaga, the great apostle, if not the founder, of the g3,
Agamst this, some consideration may be shown to the fact that
if the passage could be quoted by a writer of the 13th century
it may not be impossible for a writer of the sixteenth to know
the name of its author. Assuming then that the paseage
belongs to Difindga, the primd facie deduction from this
passage is further strengthened by the consideration that
“Prag’astapida does not reply to Dinnaga’s criticism, as he
might be expected to do 1f he had written later than Dinnaga, ”
(Randle). But, as Randle has pomnted out, the argument is far
from conclusve I would add that for the purpose of the

argument it 18 not necessary to rely upon the passage quoted
in the Sarvadars’ana-samgraha. If there be any value m an
argument from silence, there is the silence of Pras'astapada who

does not refer to any of Dinn3ga’s eriticisms of @mrg found
elsewhere

(2) Vawesika Satra IX,, 1, 1, ("0 a8 a/w Qi RO qaay 3
351 ”) enumerates the real relations which form the basis of
Inference. The Sutra is in harmony with the Buddhist view
which divides 23sinto ®RUe, @WEe, and SPIAST., Byt
Pras'astapada substitutes for these particular relatjons the



(3)

XX

general relation of @%=¥ and in doing so he remarks that
the Vais'. Sfitra was only illustrating the different varieties
of 7=, positive and negative, which was the general head
under which all the particular verieties could be subsumed.
And yet, Prag’astapada, although he had occasion to do so,
does not say one word about the Buddhist doctrine formu-
lated by Dinndga. This would show that Pras’astapada
was earlier than Dinndga. After pointing out this consideration
m favour of Pras’astapada’s priority, Randle adds: “ The
argument is only from slence. But it would have weight
if supported by other lines of evidemce.” 1 think other
lines of evidence are not wanting.

Another consideration which Randle regards as a strong piece
of evidence for placing Pras’astapiida after Dinnéga proves the
very opposite, owing to a basic inadvertence on s part. He
says with reference to ‘the antinomic reason’ (ReEmaivmRa)
“If Dmin3ga was the originator of the conception of the anti-
nomic reason, viruddhavyabhicdrin, which is found in the
Nyayadvira as well as in the Nyayapraves’s, then it is definitely
proved that Pras’astapida came later: for he refers to the
viruddhavyabhicarin by name, and gives reasons for rejecting the.
conception. And, he adds. “ This argument has had great
weight with me, in the absence of any indication that the
viruddhavyabhicGrin was mentioned by any writer earlier than
Duinsiga.” Now, as a matter of fact, Pras’astapada does noz
refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by name ; it is his commentator
S'ridhara, the author of the Nyayakandali, who does so
Consequently, there is no reason to conclude that Prasgaste-
pida came later On the contrary, Pras’astapida introduces
this hetvabhasa merely as “ @ &&™ ” mentioned by some
(“a8Ra@”), and the illustration which he gives (“aoar@d sy
wE EEaRREIRR ) does not occur in the Ny&yapraves'a.
Nor, is that 1llustration the same as that recorded by Dharma-
kirt1 as an illustration of {EveEa=IRa—a hetvabhisa which
was recognized by Difindga, as Dharmottara adds. It is-
obvious, therefore, that Pras’astapada had not before him the
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viruddhavyabhicarin of Dinndga, with the illustration given
m the NyZyapraves's or in sowme other work to Wh_xch
Dharmottara was referring; and considering that Pras’astapida
does not  refer to viruddhavyabhicarin by pame”’ one may

- o e = ] %
presume that he was not aware of Difindga’s terminology

(4) Another small consideration weighing in favour ofhPrEis’asta'
pada’s priority is that Pras’astapada does not subdividereagear,
while the Nyayadvara and the Nyayapraves'a both give a
fourfold division. This, however, is open to the reply: “This
may only show that the Bauddha logicians introduced formal
development into the earlier Vais'esika logic which they
borrowed, and that Pras’astapada was not prepared to accept
the innovation ” (Randle.)

(5) From the clumsy terminology of the subdivision of the
fallacies of Exemphfication ({#gzlara) in Pragastapads as
distingmished from DifinZga one may naturally conclude that

- Dinnaga came after Pras'astapada and improved on his
- termmmology. But Randle would still place Dinnaga after
Pras'astapfida and credit Prasg’astapada with “anwillingness to

1 accept even gifts from the enemy. This is too ingemous.”

w

In view of the evidence which has been collected and discussed above
I am of opimion that the balance of probability isin favour of Pras’astapada’s
priority to Dmn&iga—a view which Stcherbatsky has urged against bhis own
thecry of an earlier date,

* I have discussed this question at more length in my Notes pp. 61-85. On
p 65, at the end of the first paragraph I have tmd “Had tho “F=[g’’ been Buddhist
Prag’astapida would not have called the propomtion “symmEez” which 1s anothei
word for spgemAfaeg” But I think I ought to modify that statement by adding-
“‘Buot 1t 18 possible that Pras’astapads may be referring to Buddbists who had taken
their 1llustration from the earlier Vaifesikas and consequently when Pras’astapada
asks the other party to call it ‘snTaideg’ heuses the Buddhist nomenclature and not his
own, his own ATy being of & different kipd which 18 j1lustrated by “srerdta gy Qar |
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IV. The problem of Dinnaga’s contributions to
Indian Logic.

Closely connected with the above, but resting on a wider basis,
is the question of the original contributions which Difinaga is supposed to
have made to Indian Logie:

(1) One such contribution, it is said,is the view that *‘the
proposition, the point of disputation or the thesis, is a
judgment not the terms of a judgment.”® This view is
expressed in the Pramanasamuccaya Ch II  and the passage in
which it occurs has been quoted by Vacaspatimis’ra in the
Nyayavartikatatparya as Difnngga’s—which is now extracted
as Fragment '} for easy reference. The substance of the verses
has been thus summarised by Vacaspatimis'ra: a1 Regmdia
RATETHiFaUgM ARGl SaIgaE 9 aIsRAREeaTEe aaig-
aq” The doctrine which is here attributed to Dinnaga and
18 found 1n a work which is indisputably his, does not appear
for the first time in his logic, nor is it peculiar to him. That
the problem had occupied the attention of earlier logicians
16 clear from Dinnaga’s reference to different views prevailing
on the subject. Moreover, the very tenet which 1s regarded
as a contribution of Dinnaga’s to the logical theory is traceable
to earher writers Vatsydyans, the author of the Nyayabhisya
while saying that fire was inferred from smoke (*aar yiFifia-
RR ” ) in a passage where the precise form of the Probandum
was not under discussion but only the different types of
Tnference, saysin another place where the form of the Pro-
bandun reqmred to be carefully stated for mterpretmg the
Sitra — @ 9 Fau-afRARE @ W wssaitad amasigt qr
it e T 3R | K age 7E 07 Conformably to this
Uddyotakara, the Vartikakara, says in the Vartika on N.S,
1. 1. 33 “ sEnoREERES =i ar. 7, )

How is it then that in the passage quoted above, Uddyotakara and
his commentator— Vacaspatimis’'ra—ecriticise Difindga ? A careful study of

* Sugiura’s < Hindu Logic” p 84 Vidyabhusana’s H I L, p 281.
{ 8ee Dr Vidyabhugana’s ¢« History of Indian Logic?”” p. 282
} Fragments from Dinnaga pp 18-21 by Dr. Randle
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the points which are raised in the course of the disc.usaion w.ill _show that
what they really criticise is not the doctrine of Difinaga’s in its abstract
form, but the doctrine as apphed to the particular case of the smofe anc!
the fire where their Jocality is not visible owing to distance. As Vacaspatl
saysc  “ymAR FmadsTEdl qadly dman g mmmmi
\FIgRIAEEE . . —that 18 to say, Difindga’s theory will break down mhthe case
of the smoke whose locality is invisible owing to distance ( * 7% g FHgwl &7
JReT A & 4 w3 ” &e ). Then after discussing the ordinary view that
fire is inferred from smoke as its invariable concomitant, Uddyotakara and
Vicaspatimis'ra opine that what happens in such a case is that one parti-
cular character of smoke (sifiawan) is inferred from another character of the
same smoke ( “@mudgEEnieTagal wA- ). Next, taking the other
stock Mlustration “efen nx Fawem, ", Uddyotakara explaing  Siegheed
FegAl @l SlwEEE af XD AR thus: — ya1 TR NG HIHA 4 |
RS Ras &R Hl%ircrﬂﬁszrngvﬁa% »,  Thus, the afg@goar theory

of-the g% is held by the Brahmana logicians just as well as by Dinnaga
and his school.

Similarly, in the first of the two famous verses “ag =Eda da2
SHE 9 EREd ) OOl 9 AT aBEEgauEd) faudandr gq ensae gade a |
freatadfaafed Fmissdla 0” which Pras’astapdda quotes from Kas'yapa
the word ‘#gwa’ means, as the commentator says, ** SRBIRfaREHTIRE
gdi "’ Kumirila, who comes a few centuries after Dinnaga, discusses the
problem i the 3’lokavartika in a set of verses which in point of reasoning
bear a close resemblance with the verses quoted from the Pramanasamuccaya,
Now, it is difficult to believe that the anti-Buddhistic Brahmana would
have swallowed the view of Dinnaga if it were a pure heresy from the
orthodox logic. For example, Uddyotakara does not hesitate to indulge

in carping and even irrelevant criticism whenever he comes across the
logical heresies of Buddhists.

(2) Another signal reform in Indian logic with which Dinndga
18 credited 18 his rejection of the fivemembered syllogism.
While Maitreya® spoke of two kinds of theses (T )
‘snwee’ and ‘9w@Fw’t and Vasubandhu described two

* Dr Vidyabhusans» H LL L p 264

t Oould this terminclogy have been suggested by the aemigy nd Gy
the Valyikaranas ¢ ’ o
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kinds of syllogism,* one of five parts and the other of two,
it was Dinndga who took the decisive step of rejecting"
2977 and @A as superfluous even in the Pararthanumana.
There can be no doubt that the Sfitrakara and the Bhasyakara of -
the Nyayadars'ana recognize only the five-membered syllogism,
and yet it is curious to observe that in the numberless arguments
which they employ in justifying their system and convincing-
their oppouents they hardly set forth the five-membered “syllo-
gism, In the Vaisesika school the distinction between SIEIGUIE
and w4isAIA has been recognized by Pras’astapada whose corres-
ponding terms are ‘@riEaaga’ and ‘GUaigdiE,” but he has not
like Dinnaga reduced the latter to three members If the
logical theory which does away with 39 and @@ from the
Pararthanumana be sound,—of which I am not altogether sure— -
the credit for the reform evidently belongs to Dinnaga. ‘

(3) Itissamd that “the significance of the middle term (called
Hetu) for inference and hence for the theory of reasoning, 15 for
the firat time cdiscussed by Dinna [ Dinnaga ] and the result of
his study 1s the famous doctrine of the ‘three Phases of Hetu'y.
This 18 known as the doctrine of the ‘Sie=’ or the three essential
conditions of a good hetu, which are enumerated in our text
as ‘qEien, ‘qugl 9wm’ and ¢ Fegarecay’.  These are the same
as the conditions which were laid down in the couplets of
Kas'yapa which Prag’astapada has quoted and to which we refer-
red in the preceding paragragh. It has been spid, however,
that there wag borrowing from DiinZga on the part of Prag’asta-
pada, and “this borrowing I Pras’astapada has tried to conceal,”
and such a thing is in entire accord with the natural wish of a
school, when it has to appropriate frmtful ideas from another
to disguise and adopt them mn form if not mn substance.”

1 refuse to _base my conclusions on the hypothesis of a moral
depravity on the part of Pras’astapada which there 13 no reason
to assume. I rather agree with Dr. Randle in thinking that

*H L L p. 260
{ Bogiara's ‘‘Hindu Logic” p, 85,
1 Btcherbatsky.,
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™ the effrontery of such a claim (that the doctrine originated
in the school of Kas’yapa 1. 6. the Vaig'egikas), if the doctrine
had really originated recently in the Bauddhs schools, would be
incredible”. There still remsins one important point to
consider * Does ‘igiad @98’ in the couplet mean ‘connected
with the 95 which is the sabject * of the inference (s3%3)’ and
thus correspond to ‘cediem’, the firstof the three conditions
mentioned in our text; or does it mean ‘connected with the arg’
1n the narrow sense of  the major terin,” thus emphasising the
necessity of invariable concomitance between the middle and
the major ? Dr, Keith proposes the latler interpretation, and in
support of it he argues that the clue to the meaning of &gH
is to be found in the ¢ @3’ of ‘ @3 ad?’ which admittedly means

¥ (major term), and not 9. As against this we must

remember that the doubie meaning of the word ‘&sigaa’ or “@i=
18 by no means rare in books of early logic, both Br8hmana and
Bauddha. Buteven if we take the word ‘&g’ in the narrow
sense of @iw, it does not necessarily follow that the condition
means ocly the invariable concomitance of the &% (middle)
and the &4 (major); for it may stll mean that which is
bound up with, that 15, coexisting with, the = in a common
substratum. Dr. Keith’s interpretation, though simpler
than that of the commentator, is not borne out by the sequel
10 Pras’astepada’s Bh@sya. While expleining the hnes of
Kas’yapa, Pras’astepada distinguishes between the meaning of
‘wgA%’ e occurring in the first half of the hne and that
occurring in the second through the pronoun &g, thus
‘ wgideTEs * and © sigauNita, * which justifies the commens
tator’s explanation noted above. Moreover, among the
fallacies whieh arige from the violation of the essential condis
tions, both Kag'yapa and Pras’astapida mention &ifé& which
18 & fallacy arising from want of 9e9@@r, which must therefore
be ncluded in the list of those conditons, It is not right to
say that this line of ressoning begs the question, for
Kag'yapa himself has included efeg among fallacies (* famfag.
Romafed  erdiei’), énd so has Pras'astapida, whose

LR T S,

* gaRa: MRRTEERATEERE wfi-8'ridhera in the Nytyakatdall,

1A}
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illustrations of the particular fallacy clearly show the necessity
of including W@ among the essential conditions of a
good hetu. It should be noted that in thus interpreting the
language which conveys the essential.corditions of a good hetu,
in the hight of the fallacies which arise from their violation, we
are not using an extraneous test, but one which is supplied by
the statement in the following couplet viz. “Avdiandi a7 T ” ete,
Furthermore, even direct proof of the commentator’s interpreta-
tion of ‘i@’ in ‘eifidm €8’ being correct is furnished by
Prag’astapada’s mention of a fallacy called ‘srgAani@@’, where
‘wigda’ unquestionably means v&gdar and the fallacy is an earlier
name of the later ‘sista®a’. The reader will be interested to
know that a stanza in the Mudraraksasa which seems to have been
founded upon the conditions laid down in these couplets supports
the above interpretation. The relevant line in the stanza runs
thus: “are Midara3a ated R aed Raf su1gs = [ugal wak ag
R=¥1” These lines are an exact parallel of Kas'yapa’s couplet.
Here ‘a4’ means ‘Rif&H3 ug,’ says the commentator,and rightly;
this can never mean concomitance with the ars, for we canunot
say that 47 is [4®4 in 3/ although we can say aig is A% with
g, “Moreover,” as Randle says, “the doctrine [ of trairipya]
is already imphcitly present in Vatsyayana’s Bhasya on N S

V, 84 and even in that eutra itself > I would further cite the

Bhagya on N. S. I, i, 34-35 where it is said —-—ﬁrst ey sfagam

i, next SFEM = S@aw, and lastly SIwEELRIE...ete—the

conditions corresponding respectxvely to ¢ uguAER’, g Twm’

and ¢ i wr@em’ which make the trairfipya of the betu.

(4)" Difnaga is said to have “introduced a universal proposition to

take the place of the old analogical examples. ” This view 18

strongly supported by Dr, Keith who advances two arguments
in its favour® :—

(1) First, a close scrutiny of . the different parts of the five
membered syllogism and their context would show that
originally the reasoning of the iuference was supposed to
proceed from the example to the case under consideration;

* Kelth’s I. L, A. p. p. 87 and p. 104,
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and not from a universal proposition supported by exam-
ples; i. e. it proceeded ¢ frow particalar to particular by
analogy in the manner approved by J. 8. Mill”, and not as
other logicians hold from the universal to the particular.

(2) * Pras'astapada recognises the necessity of the universal
proposition, but it is more likely that for this reform he is
ndebted to Difindga than vice versa, for 4 prioré itismore
reaconsble to assume that Pras’astapada owes the principles
to a school in which 1t bad a natural right to exist. ”

It is difficalt to take the second argument seriously, for it is well
known that the logic of a system is not always consistent with its
metaphysies However, if the argument 18 pressed, it can be easly met by
a counter argument that the umiversal proposition on which inference
19 based has a better ‘right to exist’ in a system which recognises the
reality of universals than in one which knows of no universal but only the
particulars It was the belever in the universal who later on felt
the necessity of explamning the validity of the universal proposition
as a basis of inference, and therefore, assumed a peculiar non-empirica]
( s@l®s ) variety of @R3% or W@ for its apprehension, which be
called @wrgegm® wagit.  As pointed by Dr. Randle, “the Naiyayika
(Brahmana) so far from admitting that the principle has a natural right to
exist 1n an 1dealistic system, emphatically denies that such a system has an
right tosuch anidea” ( See Randle’s F. D. p. 54; and N.V.T. p. 127), d

Before dealing with the first ground I will put fo i
evidence based on the terminology of th% Nyaya Dnrs’al;a whigﬁnﬁrﬁ?’;
recogmtion of the universal proposition in the process of Inference and will
also cite passages to disprove the view that with Gautams and Vatsyayana
Inference was only a reasoning from particulars to ap adjacent particular,

The word =arr’, as also the word ‘Fw,” literally means ‘going down’
and imphes the process of descending from the universal fo the particular §

# Dr Keith calls this jfignalaksang, which 18 obviously a elip, (8

) 108 ) p. (Bee L L A,
t It also meant the geveral principle as opposed to exceptions which are

particulars, because it was from the general principle that one came down (=7 ) to

particulars In this sense the word is mnsed in the PratiSskhya- ¢
sflara ¥ (Rk Pr PatalaI). SR e

That AT was based on ¢ gathering together ’ of examples which yleld the
conclusion was known to Yaska also and ever to hie predeceessor Aupsmanyava whose

opinion he quotes (FGrY GHIGTY THIG GHIHAIE T (FWaw {7 TwaY AorriRngvey oY
sedgeeaT: ) m s Nirakts,
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zee’ which etymologically is the reverse of ‘=iF’ means ‘carrying up’, and
1t imples the opposite process of carrying up the particulars to the
umversal. The word ‘2z’ we render by ‘Example’ in Englich, but in doing
%o miss the sigmficance of the Sanskrit original. ‘@@=’ is that in which ‘&=’
i.e a truth or prinaiple” is ‘@' (observed), as distinguished from T, that
15 the truth which 1s proved. Another word used in the Nyayasftras
which bears clear testimony to the recognition of the general law as the
basis of Inference is ‘@aR=”’—7. ¢. the hetu with =#aR or variability as
opposed to invariability which is its necessary implication as a condition of
valid reasonsing.

Luckily, we have still more convincing proof of the position which
I am here trying to establish, in the shape of certain syllogistic illustra-
tions. Vatsyayana bag given in the course of his commentaries on the
Nyayasfitras ~ For example, in the Bhasya on I, i. 34 he explains the force
of SuRrAwam, as o hetu of sifvere by adding ‘SaRmamwRe =k’ (FaR-
qameE & Sakedwae ) which is a clear enuncistion of the posi-
tive general principle (3a%521(%) on which the argument is based; the nega-
tive counterpart of the same being given in the Bhasya on the next sfitra
as * srgEITSMem, " which is the sat®sai% and is illustrated by smenRzesm
(“afer weq: AT, STgeafa s erea® T o snendzeafia”). In the Bhasya
on sfitra 39 where all the five 23498 are formally set forth we read as an
Ulustration of SIEW not ‘eaEERE but “SHRWT WeNEERAAHIERO ¥
Similarly, in the commentary on 1. 1, 7 which defines 5%wr@® Vatsyayans
uses language which shows a clear preception of the value of the universal
principle.  Thus, nstead of saying afer: T3 fFemdigest &eaIRkag, he says:
‘ST T Fedigesy g aqueaEnEsiEae o sneik ¥ wherein writers
used only to the Aristotelian syllogism, which contains a general proposition
without the particular vouchers on which it rests, suspect an -8rguent from
particulars to an adjacent particular as soon as they see a particular mentioned
m the syllogism. As a matter of fact, the particular example serves only es
a voucher of the general law. Even the Buddhist logician, therefore,
speaks of @M@ and not snwgraa.  Not only was the universal proposition
known to Gautama and Vatsyayana as the basis of Inference, they even saw
that the umversality might be misleading unless it was carefully scrutinized

* Of ounf e@isacarae=qisia:—Bh Guta II, 16.
1 Here the predicate is placed before the subject just &s in a7Aeq. = therefors,
Wb is=frrgafieiey and 16 thus a good syRiftwsqnEy.
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Henoe they mention a certain type of fallscy which they call Ry’ or
‘generality’, that is, a fallacy consisting of a misleading generalization which
can be opposed by snother generalization giving riseto = logical deadlock,
unless and until it is removed by the discovery of some particular point
(7439 ) which wounld turn the balance in favour of one or the other. As

Vatsyayana points out under N. S. I. 1. 39 “ staeny &g ﬂﬁiﬂz SIS
G WA SR | TARGY § WY Wi GrETay JERES T A
TART SSE AQRAIEH A gregaerer 4 fesame 3 [y

Uddyotakara’s criticism of the notion of ‘&f¥amma’ and that of
* qraiasnizE '* a8 the basis of Inference has been adduced as a plausible
ground for holding that his BrAbmapa predecessors could not
have originated the doctrine of saifti (universal proposition) of which efarma
and w=baEdai are but negative forms. But the objection is based upon
a superficial view of the paragraphs in which the criticism occurs. For, it
ghould be noted that it 18 not the doctrine of ‘@iffrir’ or ‘rFa ’

that Uddyotakara critcises, but only the particular form in which the
definition is worded.

The Vais'esika Sfitras similarly contain some olear indications of
the recognition of the universal proposition as the basis of Inference,
In Sotra TOL 1. 14, sRfcdsanRww, ‘s@R° is explained by the
commentator as * &&wmr =fR.” . The explanation is correct. Inference
is here eaid to be resting on the statement of the hetu (&Rm) based
upon ‘ ST’ 4.e. well-established concomitance. If Inference had been
regarded as proceeding directly from the example to the subject we
would have been so told; instead of that we are cf;arly given to under-
stand that the 3g as a mark of the @= must have been previously ‘well-
known’ or  well-established° —a condition which cannot be
said to be fulfilled by a g which simply belongs to an example or
belongs to it along with the @wes, unless 1t 1& in fulfilment of a well-
known and well-established principle. Again, in Stitra IX. i1. i, * e®g

& W SR-RAR-RRAg-gwaf ARF  FEw,” there wonld have been

no point in speafying the different kinds of relations which generally

figure in the universal proposition, if the Inference proceeded straight
from the example ( 22Fa ) to the subject (g ).

In view of this direct and indirect evidence which I have cited, it
18 impossible to agree with Mr. Keith when he says that “the third member

of the syllogism is nothing more than an example, and that the original

* oo N. Vartika on N8, I . 6. o
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process knew no formulation of a general rule. ” His argument in support
of it that * the term ‘example’ is only with great difficulty to be reconciled
with a general proposition ” loses all 1ts force when we remember that the
Sanakrit original of ‘example’ is ‘@@r,” which far from lahouring under
“the great difficulty” to be reconeiled with a general proposition mesan

nothing less than an example in which the general proposition is observer/
( ‘ez o ofiiea’—see supra ). With this fact and the whole evidence
of the preceding paragraph before us, we cannot accept Mr. Keith’s further
argament that the fourth and fifth members— @@t =’ ( ="Thus js this’ )

and ‘ @’ (= Therefore, thus is it.”) show reference to the example,
Mr. Keth’s next remark that *the summing up in the appheation is
expressly said by Gautama to be dependent on the example ” is based upon
a misunderstanding of the word ‘=T’ of the slitra * STEMITEIFIRAT
q qafd a1 argeieas: I 1. 387 which means much more than a bare example,
it mesns the ‘example’ as dlustrative of a general principle. Vatsysiyana

says in his gloss on RIENE , SeNREEgRIRYARATAS €87, and as noted
above he makes the point absolutely clear at the end of: his commentary
on the next slitra where he says: ‘aareaa G tmzn memama
TEFAEY TAA SRR THET ST 7 SIEFHIEET | S ey 91, "

Mr. Keith’s next argument based on the words ‘Zar’ and ‘agur’
falls equally wide of the mark. The fact that the word 741 is used 1nstead
of ¥ is sigmficant: 1t shows that the inference is not based on mere
likeness of the subject with the example, but an the manner in which the
example behaves. For, 741 is a pronominal adverb connoting manner and
not mere hkeness, unhke za which may connote only likeness with the
standard of comparison. It thusimplies a statement of behaviour, thatis to
say, it isnot & term but a proposition of which it introduces an lustration
and that proposition in the present case is the universal A A gwaT, § a

AiFAL ( A4t 7. ) or HAT<ETG, gL ( 41 73”9 ) which is more than an
ergument by analogy, such as qH #ERT g9 A or 90T W@Ed 59 YA,
aigatg 1 Mr, Keith says in a footnote that the fourth member
which is now “aw=mR” was “ ongnally  presumably  tathdyam
(@@ ) ” This however, is begging the queston® “I7 ig
there, and it means that the example 15 one and this is another,
both illustrating the same general rule Had there been no general
rule, one would have said TW WWY FawH, but precisely because
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the general rale is thera viz. I AT ¥ agan. and q{iaﬁ'is its 1}lustn;tm£ .
it hecomes necessary to mention the 94 as another ( a3 )‘ﬂlustratl’on of the
rule as proved by the inference in hand. Hence the = in @t SW4%,

To conclude, T endorse Dr. Randle’s opinion that “so far as I I::-no‘w
no evidence has yet been produced to show that it [tb-e d?ctrine of Xyaptl]
originated in the Bauddha rather than in the Vals’eslk.a,sc}zool . Igo
further and add that there is posttwe evidence in the Vaisesika t.md the
Nyaya Sitras and in Vatsyayana's Bhasya o prove fhat the fi.acirme was
held by Nyaya and Vais'egika writers long before the time of Dinnaga.

The comparative study of the Fallacies under their three heads of
Pallaciesof Paksa, Fallacies of Hetu and Fallacies of Drstanta as treated in the
Brahmana, the Bauddha and theJaina logic isanother important subject which
can well find a place in this Introduction, but I refrain from attempting

it here, as much of the material for sucha study has been presented by
me in the Notes,

" Inow come fo some miscellaneous matters with which I propose
to conclude this Introduction.

-

V. Miscellaneous.

1. What was the name of this work ?—This work was ordinarily
known as “ =pfm ” as would appear from the titles of its commentaries,
such as * Nyayapraves'a-vriti ?, “ Nyayapravesa-panjikd >’ and “Nyaya-
praves'a-tippaua”.  The same is 1ts name 1 Chinese and Tibetan versionss
where to the name itself are added certain suffixes and prefixes which
sre not, and were probably never intended to be, regarded asa part of
the name, but were merely ingerted as descriptions or amplifications, of
the title. Such are Nyayapraves'a-S'astra, Pramana—Sastra—Nyaya-
praves's, Pramana—Nyayapraves'a-dvara, Hetuvidya—Tarka-S'astra ete.
(See Pt. Vidhug'ekhara Bhattacarya’s Introduction to the Tibetan edition

of this work). The Ms. however, on which the present publication
is based callsit “~moRT#EA” m the colophon, and so I have given

the tatle to the Sanskrit text at the top and have retained the same in the
finis Haribhadra spesks of his vrtti as *=FA7F9E” mn the intro-
ductory verse, and Pars'vadeva also repeats the title (=mRsiwsRiy shR
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awH) in his Panjika, and commenting upon the text of the Vriti he does not
think that the addition of ““%” in the word has been made owing to the
necessity of filling up the measure of the verse, and in this view he is justified
by the fact that even lower down in the prose rassage where no such
necessity exists Haribhadra uses the words “ =masag®rs @ad,” which
the Paiipkd explains * sawadiic s3aFq ” ete. The word ‘=&’ howerver,
like the additions in the Tibetan and Chinese mss, is only a description
and not a part of the title. Similarly, in view of the concise style
combined with the weighty matter of the work, it came to be described as
“#a ’ and it was so known to Haribhadra when he wrote his Vrtti.

3. Commentaries,—

It seems that the Nyayapraves’a wasa very popular work on Logicand
wag commented upon by a number of Jaina as Well as Buddhist writers,
Haribhadra, 2 Jamns writer, whose commentaty—"* =a537%i% —1s here pub-
lished, knew of a number of learned and elaborate commentaries on thes Nyaya-
praves’a®, of which the one by Arcata, a Kashmirian Buddlust scholar, seems
to have attracted most attention t Arcata is mentioned by the Jaina
logiaan Ratnaprabhasiri the author of the Syadvadaratnkardvatarika
(dated 1181, A.D.) who characterises him as clever in debate (** Bﬁmﬁ‘«'@::”)

and he has cnticised Dharmottara, who lived about 847 A. D, His date
thus falls somewhere 1 the tenth century. § ’

Haribhadra. The author of the Vrtti, is “ Haribhadra II”,
(sce Dr. Vidyabhtisana’s “ H.I. L pp 208-10). He was an erudite
scholar, who was well-versed 1n Buddlist as well as n Jamna logie, as is
evident from the passages which he has quoted from the works of
Dinna or Diun3ga, Dharmapala and Dharmakiiti along with those of
Slddhasena, Samantabhadra and Mallavadin, in his Anekantavadajayapataka-
t1La7§Th13 is further borne out by his interest in the Ny&yapraves’a, and his

acquaintance with the commentaries of this work, to some of which he
makes references 18 his Vrita.

* TRRESEt gl tTaragE I R aﬂ%ﬁﬁwﬁmﬁ | RS -
& TwEsS
T Bee Notes p.p. 2, 4, 10 &¢. )

T About 900 A D —Dr Satischandra Vidyibhésana, on the evidencs
mtentioned above (H I L p, p, 381-82)

§ BeoDr. 8: V5, H. I L, P 209
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The date assigned to Haribhadrastiri by Dr. S. C. Vidyabhtsana
18 “about 1120 A. D.” ¥ This, however, will have to be put a hittle earlier,

in view of the date which has to be assignad fo his commentsator
Parg’vadevagani.

Pars'vadevagani, the author of the Panjikd on Haribhadra Sfiri’s
Vriti, states the date of the composition of his work as follows:—
€« W‘\ m' 71 1
Tl = et EreAEEed e | (=, 9. g 9 p, 82)
The symbolical statement of the date contained in the first line has
been nterpreted ss Vikrama Samvat 1189, ="1133 A.D.” by Dr. S.C.
Vidyabhusena. and this has been accepted by Pandit Vidhue'ekhara
Bhattcaharya.} The “Jana Granthavali” (published by the Jaina S’vetambara
Conference, Bombay ), however, gives the date as V.5 11694, ¢. 1113 A, D.
The differece arises from the difference in the interpretation of the word
“w@ " in the above quoted verse, Does “ @ " stand for 8 or 6 P Fortunately
we have a test in the details of the month, the fortnight, and the naksatra
mentioned in the verse. I referred the question to my learned ecolleague
Pandit Ramayatna Ojha, Head of the Department of Jyanytisain the Oriental
College of the Benares Hindu University, and requested him to apply the
test. He found that the details accorded with the Vikrama year 1169 4. e.
1113 A, D.§ From this incidentally we learn that Pars’vadevagani
belonged to that part of the country where the month is commenced with
the dark and ended with the bright fortnight 1. ¢ Northern India.
S'ricandra is the anthor of the  Nyayapravesatippana ' which
Dr. 8. C. Vidyabhfisana describes as “ a supercommentary on the
Nyayapraves’a Vrtti of Haribhadrastiri”. In the Brhattippanik it 18 described
FITERTERT Y96¢ 9% =0y ' This shows by the way that S'ricandra
knows the main work ss ‘“a@sdws,’ and not as ‘ =FSF’ as supposed by
Dr. Vidyabhfisana and Principal Vidhus’ekbhara. The work 1s said to have

been compoeed in V. S 1168=1112 A. D. This makes 1t one year older
than the Pafijikd of Pars'vadevagani,

% In Dr 8 O. Vidyabhsanés H I. L, p, 208
} Bes Nyayapraves’a Part 1T ( Tibetan Text ) G O, 8, p. 11 -
1 He writes afSma el @ w0 oft fow amr ¥ 70 BT €. 195e B S
H ki . Bat %)
JFRAR ¢ grgensaey ” QA1 WY 1 TR WA S TEH Y ¥ 06 T @@ ¢ L

ot § S svgoen s ot 99 G @A & 1 6% 9 ff Reem ¥ @ 95 e '
FONR % Arew § Sogw o ) ER— " SRRy

Y




4. Manuscripts:—

The present edition of the Nyayapraves'a and its Vrtti and the
Paiijika of the Vrtti has been based upon the following four manuscripts of
which the first three were placed at my disposal by the Baroda State
and the last was supplied by my learned and esteemed friend dJeine

Acarya S'ri Vijaya-Nemistiriji of Ahmedabad -—
1. =maswsgd text—fol. 2, original from Hemacandracarya

Jain Sabhd, Patan, A photostat copy of this is preserved
in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda

2  =ppswEge—(1) fol 16, original in the Oriental Institute,
No. 2844.

(2) Becond copy, fol, 6, preserved in the Jaina Jnapa-Mandira,
Pravartaka 8’ri Kantivijayaji S'as’trasaragraha, Baroda,

3 ~masegrueE—(1) palm-leaf old and dilapidated, fol. 119
minus 1,4,62-64, 67,70, and 90, obtained from Khetarvas
Jain Bhandar, Patan. A photostat copy of this is also
preserved in the Library of the Oriental Institute, Baroda
(2) Second copy with folia 19, 20, 22-24 only obtained
from the library of the late Mr, T M., Trip3thi of Nadiad.

4, =mEwEEs  with 3%, a new copy on paper, fol. 14 4~
with 15 lines to =a page, smpplied to me by Acarya
't Vijaya-Nemi-Stiriji of Ahmedabad from his Bhandar.

5. Thanks and Apologies—] must apologize to the reader for the
numerons misprints that have escaped my notice owing t0 hurried proof-
reading. Instead of making a separate list of Errata, big and small, I have
corrected all the important misprints at their proper place in the Notes—
an arrangement which I venture to think will be found more serviceable
then the usual one of putting up a list at the end of a book. There is
one correction, however, which I should specially mention. When the first
few formes of this work beginning with the text of the Nyayapraves’a, which
were first printed at Barods, were reprinted at the Bombay Vaibhava Press
jn order to secure uniformity of print and paper—for which I am
specially indebted to Dr. Binoytosa Bhattacharys, the General Editor of
the G. O. S.~—1I seized the oppottunity for correcting an importang
passage on P. 4 U 1077 relating to the Hetv@bham “ Rudedmiy
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guee®,® The reading in the first print which Pandit Vidhue'ekhara
has used for his Comparative Notes was based on the old manuseripts of
the Nyfiyapraves's ( No 1) of the Baroda Library and ran as f\olloww:—
“Rufzeagi: Gugend 997 | SEEEGITE SEISHETI | SEas: QST s
@A | G EE T ENSHEE  AREEl | kAR Rgeserarn @i 1
- and after it was placed in brackets the reading of the press copy
prepared for me by the Baroda Office which, ran as follows :—" e
wates diser RgeeaRfing: | SRcEen  Roisted e aemRaet
frggzammimamasy ¥, The brackets nappened to be left out in the first
print |  This gave d very unsdtisfactory text which is now completely

corrected on the authority of the two other manuseripts~No. 3 and 4 in the
list made above,

In thanking all those whose manuscripts I have used in the
preparation of this work, I  must  particularly  mention
my late lamented pupll and friend, Mr. C. R. Dalal, who
placed the collected manuscripts at my disposal; also, Achrya
Sri Vijaya-Nemi-Sfiriji who supplied me with his beautiful copy of
the Nyfyapraves'aka Vrtti immediately on request. Iam also grateful—
far more than I can express—to the late-lamented Mr. Kudalkar, Superinten-
dent of the Manuscript Library of the Baroda State, and to Dr. Benoytosa
Bhattachdrys, the present General Editor of the G. O. S, for the
utmost courtesy, patience and consideration which they have shown
during the period of the long delay which has unavoidably occurred in
the publication of this work. My long illness in 1923 and my constant
preoccupations with the heavy academic and admimstrative work of
the Benares Hindu University are my only excuse. This expression of
regret 1 also owe to the world of Oriental scholars who have evinced a keen
mnterest 1n the publication of the “Nyayapraves'a of Difniga” ever since it
was announced. I am thankful to my friend and collaborator Pandit
Vidhus'ekhera Bhattacharys for promptly bringing out the Tibetan
edition of the Nyayapraves'a as Part IT of the work in the G. Q. S., and
thus eatisfyng to a large extent the curiosity of these scholars.

A. B. Danuva.
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qL. 9
P 1 Title
and 1l 1-3

Notes.

et DAL PO s

=S —A question arises: Was the Nyayapraves’a called ‘@2’

because Haribhadra’s work was a “IR7’ 4.¢. a commentary on ‘@z’
or was 1t already known as ‘g5’ and consequently Haribhadra
calls his own work ‘7R’ ? The latter would seem to be more
probable, because Haribhadra speaks of the passages of the text
of the Nyayapravesa as ‘@8’ on which he 18 writing his com-
mentary. The problem of the original title of the work seems
unaffected by this fact For the exact title of the work see
Principal V. S Bhattacharya’s Introduction to Nyayapraves'a
Part IL p. xi (G. O.- 8.), Prof. Tucci’s article m J. R. A.S.
January 1928, p 7, and my own observations thereon contain-
ed 1w the Introduction of this book. Pafijikai speaks of
CqEsimE Cas 8 ‘WA’ and also asa ‘@A’ (cof. “mm sAmaAR
e R B gvor s aEsieE ” and ¢ FRETERR G-
"I enen giwera —Paiijika p. 38 a ).

11-2 aMm zgm %@W ete. Demonstration and Refutation together with

1. 8, T
DRI

thewr Fallacies are useful 1n argming with others; Perception and
Inference together with their Fallacies are useful for one’s own
illumination  The rest of ths book is an exposition of this
fundamental text.

Question —Is 1t the author’s own short statement of the
Science of Logie, or is it an older text which he is gomg to
make the basis of his work ?  While a summary at the end
of a chapter by the author himself is not unknown (seee. g.
=mas of Jayanta ), such a thing at the beginning would
be surprizing. The author of the Vrtti, and following him
that of the Pafijika, discuss the question why this couplet 1s
placed at the beginning of the work, thereby apparently imply-
ing that the couplet 15 unquestionably the author’s own. Such.
an implication, however, does not seem to have been intended,
For,all that the commentators discuss is—why should the S’loka
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be placed at the beginning ?—a question which can be raised and
digcussed irrespective of the question of the authorship. Even
if the 8'loke be the author’s own, it may still well be a sum-
mary of a logical doctrine which was older, and so it sems to be.
The question which is really important is not that of the
authorship of the §'loks, but that of the date of the logical
doctrine which it formulates, and this was demonstrably older.

ST, . 9. *figded 7.~ This * %39 * should be understood to be & and not
P 9,1 3. g% ; for Hanbhadra 1s a Jaina.,

1 4, wrgeer &e o vl @IEE@®I—the reading of Pafijika It is
remarkable how the Bauddhas and the Jainas have madea _
common property of the science of Logie,

. 6-7 Pwiy @Ed  &e. Haribhadra seems to be aware of older
commentaries on the Asaw, to some of which he refers in the
course of his own Vrtti.

. 13. Read--zer for 3R 1 &t
l. 14, szeRitiRy.  Construe: SeadaRIgTaE .
1. 15. awweafifdt &e The possible s/ge=uraggs which a ‘R’ might raise

are three:—
(1) Because the work is useless ( SARIGIAT, )
(2) Because there is no such S"astra of =1 or logie (FRfEERm)
(3) Because it is & hotchpotch of wunconnected watters
( wEEEr, ).

1, 16. s@g=aaegEd: A stock illustration, which is here given as one of
FRAEYE and not SEANRTE (@ (AREEEEE, FEgramiEm —
Vrtti) as done by Dharmottara, who like many other Indian

writers, says “@agasaemmAE,..” ( N.B.T.) Paiijika supports
the 3 ( see below )

17. =5 qieats &e. © 2@ aﬁmamﬁmamamtmram?ﬁaﬁ
AN T T QAR MR FITHI | WA g7 TR gegar:
FUSHSNIOH TSOUSE ovaue. 177 Patefijali’s MBhasya I. 1 3. under
gieweg N. S. p. 140, salso  SfFwfa ggargeeEity aguaE™ =
TER | 7 AR TR S @ ity qegm seTaEi =



It 19-20.

P. 38-39a

3

S’abara-Bhiasya. ( Ch. Ed.p. 10 ), end “gggrnte gogamishie |
gnew gamqw: afenf aAikad, U —Bhameha’s Kavyalamkara IV. 8

OF the four well-known ®g%4s or péints relating to the com-
position of & book viz. AAFER, «iR™Y, 5 sand &&=, the first is
not mentioned here probably becanse, according to Buddhism and
Jainism unlike Brahmanism, any reader who feels interested in
the subject is an #R@RT. Of the other three, sty and sm
are mentioned expresely, and ¥4 by implication. Read
“ affeEEee @9 REl Slena | d@ g @mEa Y of  awRhiviE-
aTRlsEREREeEaEdegwe wmea” (NB T.); also, © amd
SRS ¥ AR | SEETIaRaeRI Al A, SRt 7 Mim,
8L Vart, i-18,

++++maaAa—The portion shown as missing in the Ms, is pro-
bably “ =mere® ¥, Thus, TEGH SEAAE: @,.... JE = 9’
( from 14 ) is the science of the determination of truths
(¢ FriR TER— A AMEE-EN e efeedisi ),
But I think the word ‘=’ as used for the Science of Logie
is very significant: made up of the prefix f-down, and the
noun from the root §—to go, it clearly points to the logical
process of descending from the general to the particular, thus
corresponding to Deduction’ ( de-down, and duco-I lead. ).
The word /%5 ’ (conclusion) tells the same story.

=rsamE-—The author of the Pafijika does not think that % is a
meaningless addition made by Haribhadra simply for the sake
of filling up the measure of the anustubh verse. In this
view he is justified by the fact that lower down even in the
prose passage Haribhadra speaks of ¢ ~rasimered oM, *

= sereie SeeF.  (Pafijika) From this it would appear
that the author of the Pafijik# knew the work as ‘@’ Ag
the same time he says that this work of ‘3t ’ is a &aT of the
@ (¢ fRnmerrR gemear ). It is, therefore, difficult to say
whether the name of the work as known to him was ~mqs
(=) ‘ga’ or ‘“a@’. More probably it was ‘ @, ’ which he
also characterizes as * @3 ' because Harbhadra has called his
work 9’ and refers to the passages of AT ag ¢ g3, ?
For 339n &4 read RRRvmEIr,



g4I,
P. 38b

4
aRR IwagERe ete—Here are the four *aifras’ that is,

excellences or supreme qualities of the perfect man aocording to
the Jainas. ( 9 ) g, here snggested by the word, * &%’

(R) F=maaA, by T, (3) srrmREe, by SR (mme%a_aﬂ)
and (¥ ) genRem, by ‘ $°.  The press-copy prepared in the
Baroda Office has this note on °@@i™* “Here is a gap in the
original palm-leaf MS. A leaf is wanting,” The leaf {No. 4]
perhaps contained further exposition of the four wifREms,
and’ somethmg else also Butas itis, the passage *gwaa-
SHIRTE ....” is quite connected and intelligible, and nothing
6eems Wantmg Possibly the leaves were misnumbered, No. 4

being inadvertently omitted. ( For further exposition of
the ii@™s, cee my notes on @REwsK B. 8. S. p. 3).

Rl ete. Objection :-This gloriﬁcation of the author serves
no purpose. What is the use of saying that the great Master
is possessed of supreme qualities and is worshipped by gods
and men, when what is really wanted is a proof of the truths
contained in his work and not his glorification ? The &7loka
conveys no such proof: not the 5% of those truths, for =g
is produced by =7 and not by a s'loka ; por W, for the

g'loka is not a mark from which one could infer those traths,
It may possibly be argued that it is #=. Bat = is only con-
nected with its own mgmﬁcatxon, and is no proof of reslity
( Txea asd  gRmeaiea: Skad is a technical term muostly of
Buddhist logic meanmmng invariable concomitance. ) S<Tde
Answer:—The above objection can be answered in two ways;
first, according to ‘ama® ’ ( Dharmakirti); and secondly,
according to &g, a commentator of Nyayapravess. &%
SerEERa.... . 5geaaq,”’ m the Vrttr (p. 9 11 12-14) 18 according to

a ’; that which follows, © o/, ..., BgrE:" (Il 14-19), is
according tosm=z (1) According to &=, suchabsolute knowledge
or conviction of truth is not necessary. Even @@ ( suspicion
or hope ) that the work may contain some truth should suffice
to induce an earnest seeker after trath to read it. Thus, the
purpose which the s’loka is intended to serve is to create such
a 9, and be it noted that, as Dbarmottara ( commentator of
Dharmakirti’s Nyayabmdu ) observes, &% is sufficient for sgf
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(“ Grna SR  SPIERASH R agvaw | DR Ry
N.B.T. p. 8. ). (2) =z answers the objection differently. He

thinks that the = is already there, even prior to the reading

of the s'loka, so that the sloka has not to create it. (“ TEPTT

IR GRET ST 930 R (TR fen SremadnilRaeaag el ),
The s'loka, however, provokes the reader to raiseall sorts of
objections and thus creates an opportunity for answering them
and thereby for drawing him unconsciously into the study of
the sciencs of Logic.

P. 38b (FummonRe )...4+q90e R ool fed Regwafendia 3—The

-

reference is to “aieE & R G A Tl aE SEEE AGiS
aea ad &7 T ” (P, M. Mim 8'loka Vartikai 12) and fed
Fraear A el SEaR | arenet 3 aee da wEem 0 ((Ihd
i.17.) Thus the passages occur in the Sloka-Vartika of
Kumarils, which is a work of the school of Plrvamimamea
In the Pafijika, however, they are cited as giving the opinion
of “ ¥arenfg ”—"“Vaiyakaranas and others,”’—probably because
the substance of the passages can be traced to earlier writers,

especially to Patafjali, the author of the Vyakarana
Mahabhasya, (&2 z=zdesa L. L N.S.ed. p 55.)

P. 39a srgw=neiasde—These have been fully set forth in the Vrtta

( see supra). For the three Kinds of oF (“ oigwora @wH
%4 a—N.B. ) according to Buddhist logicians, see Nyaya-
bindu Part II and its t/ka @maeg is & 8 which is bound up
( sz ) with the @ essentially; #¥2g is one which 18 bound
up with the &= causally; and sgwefasg is one consisting of
negation, where non-appearance is the ground for inferring
non-existence JUT FsAsEREH, ete—Two inferences are set
forth: one based on a %weeg and the other on sETeRY
(1) TACEERH, TORTAR, daaegTaRErm=ad.  This 18
an inference based on &¥MRg, &viaE being essentially bound
up with @rRisEa, for, to dois always to do for a purpose
() AT SAERETE, here FRATTRIERME=SIRANIRE is 19,
and SAEHREAE:=SEwaa™ I8 sa%.  If the 9% is absent, sy
is absent too, or as the logicians -graphically put it, when
Sy, the nf®, retires, she retires along with smowdie,
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the s SR SESTRIZET, IR of the Vrthi is a
case of SNyHRgweRT ( sAeFRTE ) involving e ( swosmnas ).

P. 39b areT=fizn etc—there are two more ¥gs pointing to the same con-
clusion’ e and sigagm, Fi & g €3 9 fgi-—see supra.
Here given as an example of Fefdaa “ @awi i & @ 7
i, ” (Pafijka). In the absence of the initial sloka— @1+
W 97 “—which is really the fundamentsl s'loka, the whole
treatment of 94, 8, T2 and their @nTgs would have been lost
in the air ( @@= ).  Moreover, it would have been irrelevant
( eraz ).

AL ¥, T genidgme @awg— @’ the first word in the fundamental

P.11 4 verse defined. Mark: not the % alone, but the whole body

of Inference consisting of the statement of 9, 8¢ and
18 here called ¢ @nm %

L ¥. 4.
P.10 1. 6 @m@a—Explained in three ways'
(9) srerssa arad (&= ).
(R) RfE: amad ()
() araedif e (FAR ). ] .

1. 8. Ruuy=mer ete.—What is the %% of the @, that is to say, what is
it that it proves ? Answer: wie udi. Not the =d alone,
e. g. 1%, nor the ufiiL. alone e. g. W, but =RERE-9MT e g.
afTalE .

1. 8-9. SWFREEENR R, EH—(3) RS TEom, () TR .
Since, as stated sbove, the @ consists of u&, ¥g and ¥, the
gy may be accordingly (%) 9&7Ew, (}) YA and () TR

] 8. RuwErr &e~—The zaw or attack 18 directed sgainst @G and

not §ad; for, a4 cannot be hurt if it is a real EF 4. ¢. capable
of proving what it undertakes to prove.

1. 11. 78 % &c. If as you say the target of &§w is WmaRAE and not
are, how is it that the author says * SnvRiaiwwal qaun
(1. 9. p.81 3)? Answer: By @ in that passage is meant
not the &md that proves, buf the @=™ that claims to prove—
thus, that which the other “party has put forward as ‘&M’
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although in reality it is only a @remrig, is an object of g§w.
* graaraE * has after all the look of amm,

L. 15, graeaez: &e. ‘@&’ in the verse goes with both @ and
ggi. Thus, we have anTIE and gFUrE , in addition to &M
and - 397, to be treated in this work.

L 16 @rw v guu (=) araem | grawams are t—(1) qammE, (2) e’
and (3) wRIAE, IEOINTEs are, as the N. Pr. says, spm-amei-
gigEet, 4. e allegations of s in the @™ (=g, 3T, 3T )
which are not real.

qfaT.

P. 39b. =g gRfi—Note on the long & in Fwvm.

L. g,

P 101.19. s@&f@R & —R=x11%, the questioner, the other party.

L. 21, & qeed 7gdi-In the case of ‘U T’ the example given in the yriti,
the relation between the two wids is that of the substance and
the article made of it. Applying the parallel to the case
hand, the inferential knowledge which we convey to the other

man will be the substance of which his new consciousness
will be made.

). 23. wafrwwa| a4 —1 was inchued to read si-gw@iScheem @ which
gives the reason why s and 3igaM were not said to be ‘@w@fiR.’
In that case, the pronoun @' would stand for SRtergaraL.
As it stands, however, 1n the reading Tafiwearm, @&, @ will
stand for ‘ @MAgEELr’, giving the reason why @@ and
g9 are * w@f. *  But this does not account for ‘wa’ and the
explanation wanted is why @157 and 3T alone are W¥f¥ and
not 594 and gAE. Inspite of this defect in the reading as it
stands, I have refrained from subtituting the conjectura]
reading, because lower down in the vrtti, I notice another
looseness of thought with which the present shonld be kept in
harmony: compsre “SHAEHM T3 YRR SAAGTHS SRAMERTE, T
|Aga% | TR ad- 1 7 (p 111 12) where @t stands for
the former SFg@Aagt. and not the latter WmzgwEwR.

=q1. 9. gf¥. SIg—Its meaning traced; siefufd T IRwans SaH FHANET-
P11.  sfx stafieed. —xbii (737) gone towards, and sig-sense. Hence s@e=
that which 18 related to the 577 as its effect. g sam will
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in the other ? The same word should be used in both the lines,
either & or #1gAM, Answer: There is a difference between
the two: ‘@’ is for convincing another person (guda );
uga™ is for convincing oneself ( &m™q ). This statement,
however, does not seem justified when we remember that
elsewhere 21371 is said to be of two kinds, @t and god.

scarR—Another possible objection : 54 and sr@w@ which are
for @&l precede @@ and ggW which are for wWéfiE.
Consequently, the second line should be first, and the first
second, Answer: A book is intended for the reader, and is
therefore weafEwa,  Consequently, @=w and F@w which are
GRS have been given precedence in the Verse Another
answer : W4Aaameq &e. The order i8 intended to suggest
that & ( self-interest ) is dependent upon %% ( benevolence ).
This is extracting Ethics ont of Logic! The latter answer,
says the Vrttikdra, is given by ‘others” ( ‘@@=’ ). Here is one
more reference to earlier commentators. Becall supm

“ ity TR ? &eo—(7n. 3. P. 9.1 6. ).

&% 9 SaeAisst & —The eight terms contained in the funda

. mental Verse which form the subject matter of the treatise are 1

(1) an, (2) armr, (3) §a°, (4) Foma, (5) S, (6) sF=aw,
(7) =1geM, and (8) SgRFATE.

. T3 giEnAe—Objection : the study of the =W, the subject

matter of the treatise, is thus the 59w, and not the two §Fs, the
Intter being a somewhat remote effect of the work. Answer : It
does not cease to be a 54w, though remote. The work has
a series of ¥gios culminating in the attainment of the final
goal (qwri ). The final goal, however, should not be placed
before an ordinary student of Logic (spgamidgm: ).

stq&ae—The book has a purpose both for the reader and
the writer.

afy s &e—Read FRawdmmes Sl for Sty waRTS

P. 41, bb, =il

P.42. a.

AmRanat &e—quiiy is included in 3.
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P. 42. ab. % TR &o.—Pafijiks reads ‘Wi’ for ey’ of the Vb,
It derives ¥ from ®—srR=ad—with the Unadi suffix 4. As
a matter of fact 374 is a secondary root from the primary %,

4 9. . OO . &@9—usg: 987, summary.  Obviously, Buddhist
P.12,1.18. Logic does not begin with this Verse. It 15 rather the
summary of the earher Logical Doctrine.

L 18. =wmar =...gaac—This is how the old commentators justify
the title of ‘@’ given to this Verse Here is again one
more reference to earlier commentators ( see supra ).

qL. . & qafXo—Note that the s accordiug to the anthor is not
P1.1. 4. the 3g only, but all the three:

toP 2.2,12. (1) vt e, g. afvien: =%, (2) T e, g, FowR, (3) Twwaawdt
¢. g. TeEAE aRlY € T4 w2l | and AR dgFGE €8 TR,
[ See =ar. =. P. 2. 11 8-12]

corresponding to (1) i, (2) g and (3) %= of the Brahmana
Nyaya.

1. 9. g, @ Faisa: &e—The description should follow the order of the
P.12. enumeration.

GiSET o SEdre...StW and FRW of the Vrtti explained: the former 1s
P. 42. fdwwew, the latter Fawon,. Their relation, therefore,

is that of the subject and the predicate.

+qT. 9. g, Awsers a9 —A  particular cow may be characterized as

P.13.1. 1. ‘&ic@mn = rich in milk’ Here the guna &iwgwa is the
feature which distinguishes the particular cow in a herd of
COWS.

qf®r  aga=E ete— Which of these cows is rich in milk 2" “The

P. 4¢. black one’—Here *black’ is the distinguishing mark, and
not ‘rich in milk’. But pointing to a particular cow one may
say, ‘thig cow is rich in milk’ where ‘to be rich in milk’ is her
distinguishing feature. Thus, the Pafijika discovering a shight
looseness of thought in the Vrtii justifiesit with reference
to particular circumstances,
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be defined later on. See N.Pr.p. 7.1, 7-9. egavm—Its
meanm‘g traced: 19 after, AmH——that by which something is
determined &gW is that by which something is determined
after (1) wawd, that is the presence of the 3gas & &% of the
9 e. g. of ya in the w4, is apprehended, and (2) the 74 of
the 39 With‘ the @reg—~that is, what is called =u1f-~is recollected
( ‘{mﬁﬂaw—mw-\ﬁm’—vmi. )- The first corresponds to the
minor and the second to the major premise of Aristotelian logic.

g 9 et Two ways of solving the compound * ead-
mw«mﬁm’:—{ 1) veraHer RArRY =, ( ) e 4,
(R) Seriven sighh 9 Havary (WrEETEEREAAEST ) SR =,

'q’eﬂﬁiﬁ’ Prenients Tad sHadad, &c. Paiijika notes that * SrewmBaT-
et gemgaan, ” quoted in the vrtti (=M. % 7. P 11 ). 5 )as the
definition given by theauthor of the N.Praves’a is really the one
given by Dbarmottara, the definition in N Praves’a being
“ sgae fogeaedan [y weemgws . (N, Pr P. 7,11 15-16 ).
But says the Pafijiki, the differsnce is only one of langnage,
and the two defimitions are substantially the same. We may
add that the exact language in the text of the Nyayabindu by
Dharmakirti and its commentary by Dharmottara is as follows

“q W CrewgEregny oW aggamg” ( N. B. ) Cremwsasm
g ” ( N.B.T.).
“ At 9 FOTREEAI SAGREE, . ¢ AT SRR —

According to the Buddhist, what modern psychology calls
¢ sensation’ is the only true s®e&w™, and what it calls
‘ perception’ ( such 8s TEEM, WFF etc ) 18 not XWE
but S@EwTd, inasmuch as in it the stuff of sensaﬁon is
transfigured 1nto the perception of ¥2, % elc. by our own
mental activity (#ewa ) This activity (%) consists
in giving a name, a class etc. to the real object of swra.
Thus, what the Brahmana Naiyayika calls iaeeTs (or [MeHRE)
g is according to thé Buddmst the only real s, Giwew
(or 9FWE ) W being SASTE. of SAGAN TEE SRR,
fiseriNaeRamFaTes %99 1—Quoted in the purvapaksa, N.
Manjari p. 30. .
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/

¥a1. g amen 3% &e—~The Buddhist does not Dbelieve im- any such per-

P. 111 10.

manent psychic entity as s of the Brihmanas and the

Janas. His e is Frasowamer.—a flowing stresm of con-
eciousness and its forms.

g3l @ At &c —The Pafijika thus distingmshes between & and 3w -

P. 40b.

the former is general consciousness, the latter particular con-
sciousness, that 1s to say, consciousness of the general form of
a thing, and that of its particular character ( @ Fry wwFnSR;
T | S el gwem ), The point of the explanation
is that the Rq and the 3@ are not related as SR and faFw
( substantial cause and its product ) as ‘meintained in certain
systems of Drahmana philosophy The two are merely
different kinds of &4, of which one can be said to be the
cause of the other in the sense that one is an antecedent of
the other, the causal relation being only their orderly sequence

No &4 endures more than a moment; hence itis called Fwea,
da™, moreover, 1s not an abiding reality, but a flowing
stream of past, present and future moments of .

TRHL g ydiel deene. ( Hem. S'abd )

P. 41a

m\ qt q.
P. 11.

no 1 2‘1 3.

1. 18,

gofaressamTaa-The rejection of ‘&ImmE’ (==MeME) is as
old as Buddhsm. But Gautama Buddha seems to have
rejected it from an  ethical motive, rather than on
metaphysical grounds Later Buddhists have supplied the
required logic ( See Milndapatiha etc. )

s =frmdaawda™. 1 cannot understand the retention
of the word ©emwd.’ of enidfR in Buddhist logic except on
the hypothesis that the Buddhists were bulding  their
Logic upon Brehmanical foundations and “were unconsciously
borrowing their language. -

Read : SOUEIGAN U3 GWAY  SIEER SIRHIGEIERI, o GTEWGRI | S~
fea, @@\ See supra, =L %3 P.10.1. 23 and Note
thereon. -

ag ety &e.—Criticiem : If G199 means ¥EAH, as you say, ( see
supra) why is the word ‘ &M’ used in one line and *ergmrt’
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in the other ? The same word should be used in both the lines,
either & or AgAM, Answer : There is a difference between
the two: ‘®rqa’ is for convincing another person (wwdn);
sigaE is for convincing oneself ( &mg ). This statement,
however, does not seem justified when we remember that
elsewhere 21gAm is said to be of two kinds, &0 and aq¥,

smwER—Another possible objection : s and argAm which are
for wmdlg precede @ and I which are for wERR.
Consequently, the second line should be first, and the first
second. Answer: A book is intended for the reader, and is
therefore Wéf¥o@m., Consequently, @v¥ and ¥ which are
9@EY have been given precedence in the Verse Another
answer : WdfRwawena &e.  The order is intended to suggest
that & ( self-interest ) is dependent upon 7§ ( benevolence ).
This is extracting Ethics out of Logic! The latter answer,
says the Vrttikara, is given by ‘others” ( ‘&=’ ). Here is one
more reference to earler commentators. Recall supra

“ (Rt gel: ” &e—( =T 3. P. 9. 1. 6. ).

%% 3 geeeisst &c—The eight terms contained in the funda-

. mental Verse which form the subject matter of the treatise are

(1) &, (2) e, (3) g, (4) g, (5) g, (6) s,
(7) siga, and (8) AR,

. 7% wERemre—Objection * the study of the =M, the subject

matter of the treatise, is thus the 53, and not the two &fgs, the
Intter being a somewhat remote effect of the work Answer : It
does not cease to be a s@iH, though remote. The work has
a series of ¥uwMs culminating in the attainment of the final
goal (gwmi). The final goal, however, should nat be placed
before an ordinary student of Logic (segamiEdam™: ).,

sacca—The book has a purpose both for the reader and
the writer.

gt sswed &e—Read SWRIRWISAeHE STWie for WM St

P. 41, bb, ==IR.

P. 42. a.

Lot &e—33guitT is included in 2.
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P. 42. ab. &% wd &o—Panijika reads ‘e’ for ‘@R’ of the Vit
It derives @1 from F—or=1d—with the Unadi suffix 7. As
a matter of fact =14 is a secondary root from the primary %~

T4 . §. CIARY ..489:—dmg: 439, summary. Obviously, Buddhist
P.12.1 18. Logic does not begin with this Verse. It is rather the
summary of the earher Logical Doctrine.

1 18. e@m =, gews:—This is how the old commentators justify
the title of ‘=’ given to this Verse. Here is again one
more reference to earlier commentators ( see supra ).

1. 4. a7 umfio—Note that the @™ according to the aunthor is not
Pl.1. 4. the ¥ only, but all the three:

toP2.2.12. (1) g 6. g. oA ¥, (2) GFH e, g, FoF, (3) AT
¢. g. TFTE TWINA T T4 920K 1 and IR GFGH T FAHERA,

[ Seesar.w. P. 2. 11 8-12]

corresponding to (1) sRa", (2) 3 and (3) I5EW of the Bréhmana
Nysya.

WL 9 g @ FaiRy &e—The description should follow the order of the
P.12. enumeration.

qiEeT  Sm Edre... S and 5% of the Vrtti explained: the former is
P. 42, figemavem, the latter BRwvmwi,. Their relation, therefore,
is that of the subject and the predicate.

sqy, 9.3, Awosei@ dl—A  particolar cow may be charagterized as

P.13.1. 1. ‘e = rich in milk’ Here the guna &iwe is the
feature which distingmishes the particular cow in a herd of
Cows.

ufS@t  aaw=rs ete—*Which of these cows isrich in milk 2.’ ‘The

P. 49. black one’—Here ‘black’ is the distinguishing mark, and
not ‘rich in milk’. But pointing to a particuler cow one may
say, ‘thig cow is rich in milk’ where ‘to be rich in milk’ is her
distinguishing feature. Thus, the Pafijika discovering a slight
Joostness of thought in the Vrtti justifiesit with reference
to particaler circurstances,
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The Pafijika reads : for #:of the Vritti in MwweiRy ete.
(p.-18.1 1)

¥ A, F. T4 “9g’ (from T3, to make manifest ) is that which is mani-
P.13.1. 1, fested or brought to consciousness in the process of inference=

==vAfAREr udll 4. ¢. the subject (minor term ) taken with the
predlcate ( major term ). Mark that according to the author
the @i=r ( the probandum ) is not the uRF alone, nor the ud
alone, but the ¥4 as characterized by the ad ¢f. N. P, Vrtti

p- 15 . 22-24. “a figei, 7 il 3, ¥ @a=9Wd, 9 9 @ g

fﬁ@' TIRANFRTRRRRE  of. “%wq?rcn ¥ forensivma: | Gad
Fial Remreraiion: | for o ok 30 B 39 e o afi
R famd argRaar | eRasl g IR 98 e G| TSNS
aa@%ﬁaﬂalmemwﬁm’m o aRkE 9w
@& wwefia 7 Pr. Sam, Ch. I Sanskrit text as read by
Dr. 8. Vidysbhiisana (see his H. I L. pp. 281-82 note, and quoted
in the N. Tat-tika, Viz.ed p. 120). For a full discussion in
agreement with the view above set forth, see Kumanla’s 8°1. Var.
Anumiana Pari vv. 27-51. ¢f. especially—""UFaiiies a_EmngHa |
af afRias SEEERT | G TR Sear, o aWl  adheEd, | o
ey T a1 @R V7 vy 27-28. The passage in the
Nyaya-Vartika which discusses Dinnagis statement in the
Pr. Sam. will befound extracted as Sectlon 9. Fragment F.
‘What is the Probandum in Inference’, in Randle’s Fragments
from Dinnaga.

LW g SRR g =(1) e [ TgAR | I [ogvi-] 4 aRe—Where
P. 13.1. 4, Tu=e0w ; 2. ¢., that variety of g in which all the parts of

QT

the compound are included in the sense; or, tsking I7 in 1ts

p. 42.b ordmary meaning, 7 [ agdfRar=® ] g, ae [ g ] sl

%, 1. ¢. that variety in which the quahfying part of the
compound is mcluded in the sense. Thus, in ARMIEAN aﬂﬁ’
are meant all the @5 including the =mgm (@) Here o=
the first in order (s73eard: ). But in ¢ Warks &= waa is only the
Syeers, that is, the distinguishing mark of the particular &=,
it is not included in the &%, so that wHaid® &= is the &%
adjoining the mountain, Here sifé=near ( &¥i. )
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IR, &% 35y &eo—This is an important addition to the informa-

P. 43b

tion contained in the N. Pr. and the Vrtti. The Brahmana
Nyiya, as is well known, has five =mgas of wWwiga™, the
Buddhist not even three, but only two, viz. 8 and =1, not even
9. It may be asked: How can there be @ier without the qe ?
Answer: @1 will come in through =717 and sw@. Thus, @&
goes out and with it the uREr and the e of the Brahmana

logic Hence, in the Vrtti, “ usivsfer ¥gezwmm. [ =24 and the
two Zoas, 9o and Fe | Jaf gEA,..aa ” |

#q1. 9. 3. Read I a9 a9 | 2 1 anefif,
P. 13 L 14. g a3 &c. The three ways of taking the word @& —in the

sense of (1) &, (2) W and (3) =M,

P. 13.1, 18, = swoigama—Thus explained in the Pafipka: 3% ¥ gdi qimi

#A Here % stands for #0%s ( See Pafijika guwia diaw ete.),
g@m® (1 16), and sRueAm (1 20). Is the correct
reading ¥@A or HAM? WEIM—consciousness of the other
party. adam—The stream of consciousness ( according to the
Buddhist conception of the knower ) of the other party.
Paiijika favours the latter reading. awdan TR,

. 9. 9. @741 genr 37 &c—Here the subject is in plural number, and the
P. 13.] 20 predicate 1n the singular. The plural is therefore meant to be

1. 23.

i,
P.43. b

taken 1n the collective sense, ( ¢ @gRwRE '~ Vrtti; ¢ ffesamie-
q A3Fa fereleam, ~Pafijika.)

g @ fgawranm ete—This is cited as & passage of Dinnaga’s
occurring elsewhere.

495 g™ fagm &e—This is to be read in continuation of
the passage % *0ife=d explamned above. Explanation —
It 18 said elsewhere * fAggt =it G ® 9 ”; e e for the
wise, 3d alone is sufficient as @r™. For the ‘emged’ (the
unenlightened ) all the three 98, % and == together make
the @, while, for the ‘ 53’ (the enlightened), &g alone should
guffice
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WL 9. SgRgemaee—This is an explanation of ¢ @me...wERR Y of
P. L 1L 4-5. the fundamental verse.

LA F. W 9 9 g~ @9’ is an ambiguous term : it may mean
P.13.1.25. (1) causa, that is, the cauce which produces the effect;
thus, 9= is the &nm (=FR@=e"% ) of =1gX; or (2) ratio—the
reason which reveals the reality; thus, 59 is the wmw ( ===

5%5% ) of w2, It is in the latter sense that the term is here
used.

P.141. 4 o= &e.—(1) o, (2) %G and (8) T2 explained etymologically:
(1) 9g, (from 99 ) = manifested to consciousness of the person.
(2) %, (from R to go, to know); = that by which something
is known. (3)%erd = (from 8437 ) =that which carries the T
to the @1, 4, e. the phenomenon which serving as an example
or illustration of the 1aw, carries us to the conclusion. gg-eerir—
a dvandva of 3g and the two varieties of 2Fa viz. @ e and
dqee. Hence the plural.

#q1.9. 9. 35 9 etece—The verse is quoted also in Hema-Pramana.
‘P. 14. 1. 16 mimanea under sttra IL 1-30.

af¥®1.  The point of each word in the verse is carefully explained
P.43.b in the Pagjika.

. 9. g FREmERAgRE—See Hema. com. on “3W” (Sab. 2.3.1):
P. 14, 1. 16 “ sH-aiserariaege: Taraiideate: g0 o 9 @ ”

sqT. W. % 9g: SRSy wi ete—The Vrtti has sR@RrmwiaReaa, probably
P. 1 the correct reading, for sRErRwwERmwT of the N. Pr. The
Maes. of the latter, however, read 338w oFwamates ski aRmET—

‘Why should the author have to add this, if the original
definition in which he was free to incorporate it, was his own?

The words “ g% a=a3a: ” however, do not occur in T', T® and

Ch. for a discussion of this point see below (note on Pafijika 46 a).

war. 9. 3. slsrrmfiiemn @ aeEaed.— ” Definition of a4

P.14.1 24.5{%‘:-%‘&“ ﬁ&", “ mﬁm%ﬂ'lﬁmf SHEST gﬁ(q;p{”....a:ﬁ}a o gfto—
15.1 1 Objection: The uf#T is accepted by both the parties, not its
fAfaw, the latter being @z and not R&@! ( ‘wR=’ ). Answer:
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Itis ®e in the zw=. Had it not been so, the inference
would not have been justified—" a1 fiRmemf SR 7md T
TR R e R ERTIERIE weFNa @, —Pafijika.

WL 0T ® I B ssRFar, &e—The R399 here meant is each

P. 151.10. fdaw, that is, the differentiating term is the definition of 9g
Thus, ‘ sfadt w0’ (N. Pr. ) excludes the afia which is 5Ra
and is therefore qervmg,

1. 11-12. sReRRafiean &e—ffREz that is #R= should be also uRm
(Would it not be better to read sm@farsre in 1. 12, ?).

Thus, we have three cases all of which have been explained in
the Pafipka by means of illustrations :—

(1) s e. g, Oeae 3 sft 9a7 @mf; for, the Buddhust
denies the existence of st though not of 7=,

(2) sofeaRam ¢ g. diee aled sfi fArl @2 3R, for the Samkhya
( better to say, the Mim3msaka ) denies the faiR of 1, .
though not g iteelf.

(3) wsr@wa ( both—°R¥7 and °Rfgw ) e g Piwwr A% wf
gaaraaeemaR, for the Buddhist demies both the
existence of @ and its character of being the @waif@wm

of @@, 3:@ ete. (Padjika 44 3).

ST 9. F. a1 EaRe—&e, ‘@9’ 18 there to make it possible for
P. 151112 spganmi@sr to be brought within the scope of Inference. “&am’
ete. 1. e. TR P—the T  FE GUE, 7

g, et &e—(1) saaAfiea—the mddhanta or thesis which
P. 44b. is accepted by all schools of thought  Thus, all agree that there
gre certain SAWs, such as 5¥&, by which certain things can
be proved, e. g water is a hqud ete. (2) Sida=RFEFA—the
siddhdnta of each school, which others refuse to accept.
For example, the Samkhyas hold that all is eternal, the
Buddhists that all is non-eternal, and the Jainas that all is both
eternal and non-eternal, which are thus the SR=a@E= of each
of these schools, and not a G3a=Rr@w, that1s, one accepted by all.
(8) sifeuftg=a—the basic siddhanta which when proved carries
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other siddhantas with it. Forexample, the Fw® of i is
an RS which implies other siddhintds such as snwm
TeEFaEm,, e, and iReed, (4) wngemRigra—the siddhanta
which a person undertakes to prove on his own account. For
example, such propositions as 7 gmyF, quidt woEE, W gAY,
“ kAT vl gReeee. ”—1I do not know if the Vrttikdra has in
mind such absurd illustrations as those given in the Paiijika.
Perhaps, all that he probably means in the passage  swaiRus-
A{RM: ete,” 18 that a disputant may for the time being renounce
his allegiance to his “am@”, and aecept the popular, uncritical
view of a subject and proceed with the debate. The context 1n
which reference is here made to ‘sRgTwRiE viz the definition
of a1 shows that by itis meant any propostion which one
destres to prove ( ‘ w=&wRad ’ ). For a meaning of sngwaia
other than that given in the Pafijika see Nyayasttra [. 1-31
and Vartika thereon, with the Tat-tika 1n the original and also
in the English translation of, Dr. Jha It is curious to note
that while the Pafijika wentions and explains the four kinds
of Rigrds, the Bauddhas, viz. Dinnaga and others, have eriticised
the whole doctrine as untenable, see Nyayavartika pp. 106-107’
¢ gagErt e "—to end. Referring to the criticism, the author
of the Tat-tika says: TR Soam wREARgARIRET qaonty
fowaifr, ?. Difnaga was the principal critic of the Nyaya-
sitras, and most of these criticisms may well have proceeded
from Dinndga as the Tat. observes, but perhaps not all. For,
it should be poted that the Vartikekara distinguishes between
the criticism of ¢ ®fm,’ and that of ‘&R.’ Probably all
were Buddhistic, but not all Dinnaga’s. The author of the
Paiijika, however, being a Jaina was not bound to follow the
Buddhistic critics. Gunaratna, a Jeina commentator of the
fifteenth century thus illustrates sngwwiara of the Naiyayikas:
“ SRR TgeaRTatEmRm aRFErEriterge Re e
AismiErd | JaRg & @ @ g eishel AR ager deqememgd-
g FrenteaEes e 0 following  the explanation of
VitsyAyana. As observed already, in the present context the
word has to be understood m the much wider sense of any
proposition which one desires to prove. -



2. %. 4.

P, 15.

1. 16-19.

1T
WA TGM...... 5@ | In the S'astra which the debater avows

there may be numerous propositions asrerted in connection
with a particular subject, yet for himself he may undertake to

. prove only one of them, which thus becomes the subject of

P. 45a.

his reasoning ( & @rgeitew ). Read “¥adlifd a5 instead
of “ wRifr agw ”

The Pafijikd says that this justification of ‘&%’ in ‘&4 W=~
foga: * is gven by Dharmakirti, who 1s referred toin the Vrit;
as ‘aneged '. The passage is found in the Nyayabindu of
Dharmakirti, p 110:—* @afaft aiidw, awe ez oW aafy
G Rad A doeE AR RSl awr 39
i . @ aafigie: @ @ Al W 5 ke, ” The passage
is fully expounded m the Pafijika, and the exposition may
be compared with the following extract from the commentary
of Dharmottara (p 60);  w@ffw@as..... .../ d @Io<E -
Yo gl | F: ORI | AR | AR QA SRRt
AT e FATURIAE | 999 qnad g2t 9T ggw | ©F 9 fg-

- A | OFF E AEHS 39 aid & A v, grafigie @ ug ael a0 ue

T Wi | aiAsReriaeatarme FeRi 9T | g SR 9E-
qharaEeal g B TEANEE | aeOTEEOR | 5B 39 afg-
AT TOENT AR, SRR SRRNYTE  geaTe-
. | a R o dangend aRed uR 99 OF o ar @R {aiay
FRAMMEA | SFRGRIST Gt & o3 arsay QY anda g8t ary &fy 1 »

. areERR etes—gf, Nydyabindu p. 110 @edia safeisasa: o

a7 | RO aEAE | TENORIY SISt 9 QrENEIT | 99T SRREn RS
TSy A U TR ST W, | GAEARE W AR
which is thus explained in the N. B. Tika ( p, 59 )+—

¢ g Y 3G U3 SRR SRR T8 SIS | S| .

g Rt oE: | IFaORTeEdeE i Qe RERT R
oz Al 1 7 IRl | e MRS srmraaesaieE™ greaams
oo FRrad TR 1 ageied TR | e and AT 3 | 7
e FrAHETA AT b aRkR e | RR w0 9 araere-
iy GoRFRRTEREAE | TR | 99, SeeaeTRa:
AARAGEE | 9 arEeR 1Y
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Jradt FAGRE,  IIRR RIY \—ef, Y T ARG TS R
AASAIGINIR S e a5 Foq: | FeW, | ARIGeF § qafy wfrew™
feam s RRrsmrgra: anmmE Tl T @ a9 9 @ o iR aa-
g @ ki 17 ( N.B. Tika pp. 60-61 )

SIAA ... ...2g00 96t WA, Here ‘@’ (Vrtti p. 151 20) quahﬁes
G . *RF 18 that which is meant asa ‘¥ even if
it be unproved ; it is not on that account a 9&, unless it is sgain
itself made a subject of proof (“u: wd: wrEEw fudiza-
I 3g0  SREadSean, € arg: arenRErEn GRE. 98 F6h L ...
TG g ERTREr Wik g Raatma R R o s
ARG 0d | 7 Paiijika ).

sras W &e—This1s a note on ‘ §¥@ =ama: 9&: ’ of Vrtti.
The u&t need not be mentioned expressly as a ‘98’ even in a
q@aigAE, it may be so even by implication. A @raw is put forward
a8 a @199 1n Inference (4. ¢. ¥F as a 98999 ) in the hope that it will
be accepted as unquestionably true by the opposite party. But it
may not be 8o accepted, in which case 1t at once becomes a &=,
{. ¢ 94, by implication ~ There is no such thing as an absolutely
fixed @ or @EA. ¢f. Nyayabindm (p. 111,14 ) “szsf
T AR SRR o RRea disgRish Taee areeagi ST
Gaee | T A0 SHIeET, SaAaREgER 7 | "

T lae eee . 5TF  STNGRA—IN connectlon with N.Pr. P. 5 1. 8.
Vrtts P. 28, Paiipka p. 61 b.

g Raaiag &e.~—Note this final form of the definition of g or
a1 — AR R TR T R
TR T9 SRR
FETST Haresae s war—To sum up * 9 is to be defined as “=%-
R g [cf. N.Vartika: p. 108-9, “nawiqaafRRd wi
greg ], a definition which i 1s further explamed as 1mvolving
the follwmg consequences — g 9 ghaEY, 1 R T , 9 G-
TR, A 9 @ @9 ” [See above p. 12 Noteon=m. 5.3 P 1311
etc. and the passage quoted from S'l. Vart. The Nyayabindutika

(P. 24) thus discriminates: o= Igem RRey wHgig,; =9
g RS SEEEISERY-, SRS g THisghT. | 7.
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wieq 9féa o ete. Explanation of ma’&m

1. 9. . WEW R ete-—Uddyotakara criticises this as follows: “ spmm:
P. 15, 1. 25 =2 af Scaetd Hfagien=a | qegw | SRR | giRRrgeE-

Qi -

P. 46a.

Sdifen: 1ETARIR A AR A S AT g TG
RREARISH TSR | TEEEEEON | SR EgeisHR g 17
( N. Vart. p. 113). Similerly, Kumarila: “ @@ g m=re
SR e | SEAETE, [eaRaa: | 9 R ST N9 SRSy
graTeRRangt TR aboRg 1 '—S°l. Vir. An.P. vv 59b-61a
which is thus explained by Parthasarathimis’ra in his

commentary Nyayaratnakara :—"Reamicerd saaiatdkrmi=siy
TR 7 OR1EE T HATH JoAMe HENHE, JReWEtEeE
o, A9 Hid TN @ SO O A SRR Wi S
T PSR 9 SRR TEveR | [ EgeeEeE | g awas
A, FOR W TERONSE §FEN  FRIoRERR Ny
FOMEIR PR St U TAYRINY §1 9 R

R ARG | " AR | SRISTHAE SIER |

I AW EASHET PR, TNRARR 5, TRrgHEER

w37 9159ed etc —This is Pars’vadeva’s note on “ 3R aroiu: a
which occurs in the Sanskrit text of the Nyaya—Praves’s
but is not to be found in the Tibetan and Chinese translationg
(T T%. Ch). The same would seem to be the reading of
the N.Pr. according to Hanbhadrasﬁm Here Pars’vadeva
perceives & dlﬂiculty —If . “ segrafes: ” 18 a part of the
original definition, ‘&R TFRRT ’ is ewdently superfluous and
therefore & wrong reading and yet Haribhadra reads it.
He solves the difficulty by informing us that as a matter of
fact the original definition of the sutra of the  qawa’ did
not contain the word ° swamafies:,” but this glaring defect was
supplied by the °and®sa’ ( Dharmakirti ), and consequently
Haribhadrasfiri should be here taken to be explaining the sutra
with the vartika, that is, the original definition as amended by
the critical commentary. Now, if this be a statement of fact
baged upon tradition and not a mere hypothesis set up
in order to overcome e difficulty ( and his language shows that
be himself believed it asa fact) it is plain that * sEwEaRs
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R awE:” is a later addition, which at first was perhaps
only a marginal note and afterwards got embodied in the
text by two stages—first with the words * g ara® ' retained
as & reminiscence of the addition as in the Sanskrit Ms., and
afterwards dropped as in the Tibeten and Chinese copies, when
the addition was finally accepted as an integral part of the defi-
nition. On the other hand, in support of the reading of T, T*
and Ch—which have “ sgmafiga: ” only, without “ §R awFRia.
it may be urged that the author of the Nyaya-Praves'a is fully
aware Of the necessity of the proviso * S@arR®e:,” as is clear
from his paragraph dealing with ggrg [vide * smfagfieisi
sEensfies 9™, ”], and could not, therefore, have omitted
the word in the defimtion. But in answer to this 1t may be
noted that * smgmgRes: ” is after all not the essence of the
thing, but only a proviso to exclude wamwEs, and consequently
there should be little surprize if the older definitions did mno
contain this word. And as a matter of fact we know, on the
authority of Uddyotakara and Vdcaspatimis'ra, that they did
not. Vacaspatimis’ra attributes one such-“agt 7. @afigis:"—to
Vasubandhu, vide his comment on the paragraph of the Vartiky
on N. Sutra I 33 criticising the definition “@r=aita: w1 ” and
the same with “ FreraifEd » added:— eamradd o WERT T
gt 9l Preemifogd sy gEl gl | oem arRigs
JuEREgRARIR | a1 g v iR gEenly sgErg-an ReEmiFuE.
S ERAN | TR WA | A SRR e NS Sy
guAdrdaEy an fufi ga®eaER) ” Now, as recorded by
Pars'vadeva, the “ andssa ”, that 18 Dharmakirti, the well-known
Vartikakara of Difnags, may have introduced the words
“ sgrafies & a7 into the text of the Nyayapraves'a,
but he was not the first to perceive the necessity of the
proviso Uddyotakara, who was an elder contemporary of
if not distinctly earlier than Dharmakirti, quotes a Buddhstic
definition of W& which contains the required proviso: thus;
“ gt o Beeiosa: 7. Dr Randle rightly attributes
this fragment of a Kariks to Dinnaga, and surmises that it
might be from the third chapter of his Pramanasamucchys.
Outside the Buddhist circle, the proviso occurs in the
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Nyayavatara® of Siddhasena Divakars, a Jaina_writer, (who
lived in the sixth century A. D.) according to Dr. Satischandra,
but in the latter half of the seventh a little after Dharmakirti—
according to Jacobi), and in its germ it ‘can be traced
to Vatsyiyana Bhasya of the N. Sutras.f It would
thus appear that long before Dharmakirti, Dinngga had
modified Vasubandhu’s definition “vu&i 7 waf¥ghe: ” into
“ grraafad 9y (eeEifega: ” and if the old definition was
still repeated 1n substance in the N. Pr. it was only out of
deference to the ‘ Tds’, and Further because the addition was
not essefitial and could easily be taken as understood. This is
the only way in which I can reconcile the “ sgmafes s
aaam ” of the Sanskrit mss, with the omission of “ gir aFraRw.”
m the Tibetan and the Chinese. There is one point, however,
in which T hesitate to’accept the statement of Pars’vadeva. 1
do not think it was Vartikakira’s criticism which was in-
gserted m the Nyayapraves's in the words *swerfeg gh
arFRd. 7 and this mixture of Sutra and Vartika was commented
upon by Haribhadra For,in that case we should have found
Vartikakara’s other criticisms also similarly attended to I think
“ sogratea g aFaRe.” was introduced by Buddhists to meet
Uddyotakara’s criticiem that “@raafita: 9g. EeEmiFRIE. 7 was
in conflict with “agli 7 w@mafigfie:” which does not contain the last
word ‘Beaditrza ’ of the former. Consequently in restoring the
original text of the N. Pr not only ° & sz ,’ as in T, T2
Ch. but the whole set of words “sugmafes sk awrRm: ”
should be dropped.

* To sum up our examination of the tradition recorded
by Pars’vadeva :—

1. Dharmakirti may be responsible for “ smgraies: s awin:
but he was not the first to perceive the necessity of the
addition.

2. Diunn#iga has defined ‘gg’ elsewhere in the Pramana-
samucchya with the additional word.

* ¢ FUATEITR T TRiatse O’ Nyayavatrs v 14s,
t ¢ qgaTgRE TR EmASY ;g —N Bhp 8,
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3. The same, however, is not done in the N. Pr., which must
be due to the author’s respect for his  q@i=rs, such ag

Vasubandhu. The N.Praves'a would thus appear so 'be
earher than the P. 8.

4. The Tibeten and Chinese reading fits in well with
Duinage’s view expressed in the P. S., but if we aceept
it as the original reading of the N. Pr we are faced with

the insoluble problem—how the Sanskrt Mes and commen-
taries came to read— “ 3T TaRg:,

5. The whole set of words “smamFez =R TFAT: 7 wasa
later insertion in the N, Pr. done in order to meet
the critiism  of Uddyotakara who pointed out tkat
Vasubandhu’s defimtion of 92 differed in this respect from
Dinnaga’s. ’

A Tl et SRi—Qur  text of M. 8. reads “ fw
ISt AR 7
o faR-. SmEoniie —The doctrine of w=iwgar is popularly
associated with the Mimarhseka; for generally every work of
his school has something to say in support of it But the
Vaiyakarana holds a similar view, although from & motive
gsomewhat different from that of the Mimanisaka; to the
Varyakarana, <% is the god of his science; to the Mimamsaka the
1deal 7% is 7%, and with him 3% is f7er, not being the creation
or revelation of any such being as God It is difficult to say
in which of the two schools, the doctrine originated, perhaps
it arose independently in both. The doctrine is also ascribed,
sometimes, to the Simkhya. This, however, could be justified
only as a corollary from his %9915 which, is a much more
comprehensive doctrine

YR —A T, that is a good 28, should possess three forms, or

conditions of its validity : (1) uweriem, (2) @& &, and

(3) fu& =@ . To these, the Brahmana Nyiya adds two

more. ( 4) s@oRogmEd and ( 5) sEfemiss@®, which the

Buddhist would regard as guaranteed by © samia:* of the

definition of ug.

o AR—The etymology of the wood %d:’ connected with
its function.
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=q1. 9. 9. Fren=fraam:, possessed of a three-fold nature.
P. 16, 1. 8 wmzRw.. . Here  9a’atends for the @id, alone, that is the whole

-P. 16,

for the part (@@ @ggme=ra, ). The reader will remember that

1.12-15 the whole iz ‘=@RRWr =i (see 7n®3, P 15,1 21-28 and

LEE
P 46, ab

note thereon ),

¥ a waemgigrenneftEe—The Pafijika introduces a different
kand of Sigg—which is not given in the text or the Vrtti. A .
24, it says, 18 of three kinds: (1) ¥, that is the very being or
essence of the @, e g. ¢ 36sy Rrmarama — This is & tree, because
it is & sums’ap5’ (& specles of tree. )’ (2) ‘ =, that is, the
effect of the @, e g. ‘= ga@’ There is fire becauce
there is smoke'; and (3) sTguew, that is, non-perception which
leads to theinference of absence. ¢. g. ‘ TRERY FHAGTAITR T
AEIITSEA *—=2 which should have been found at a particu.
lar place is not found there and therefore the inference is that it
does not exist there  For these three of the Middle Terms and
gubdivisions of the third kind see Dr. Vidyabhusgana’s H. I. L,
pp. 311-12; see also Dharmakirti’s Nyayabindu Pariecheda II,
and Dharmottara’s Tikd thereon:- sivlg @ g™ | srggeRw:
TAEEY A | TIIERHEA A SRERRN SEE I e HIGegIe-
AR . | T SEAEENER g 3 T 3RSy AR 1 S8
Joifirel gl ont &) asgan | OF aRkieRg 1 ¥

The inferential character of these three kinds of 23 has been
thus shown 10 the N. Bindu :— “ ewmafas B gwdisd i,
qEIRTEE GRAREREEINER, | @ F gfiery. ards (Sre s
AN | FEAEIRGINE  TIoaeaiaai, | O 9 aReregagad
EEEIEARGN | AR g | SRNOREE e qaETes |
qfy agi aedeEm n Y

It will be noticed that in the &TWmRg the relation between g

- and @1 is that of species and genus, and consequently,

essenticl s m the FPRY 1t is causal ; and m the *meiRg
the argument is from one negation to the other. The distinetion
between ##ERg and FEd is a valuable contribution of the
Buddhists to Indian Logic. Cf “ The nature of these laws
(of connection) is further made explieit by the division of the
syllogism on the basis of the relations of identsty, cause and
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négation. It is impoasible toignore the principle underlying
this division: it corresponds to a classification of judgement
based on the _relation of subject and attribute, first into
positive (¥idki) and negative (Anupalabddhi=pratisedha), whils
the positive judgement is then divided according as it is based
on identity ¢. e. is analyti¢ (Svabhavanumans), or is based on
causality, empiric (Karyanumana). Reduced to a Xantian
form we can recognize, without too much pressing, the idess
a priors of substance and attribute, being, non-being, identity
and cause, a list which has sufficient affinity with the Kantisn
categories to be more than a mere curiosity of speculation....
The division of the syllogism in this way is not recorded of
Dignéga and by Sures'vara is expressly attributed to Dharma-
kirti, This view is confirmed by a passsge from Dharma-
kirti quoted by Cridhara, where it is said < * The rule according
to which there exists an indissoluble connexion between ideas
of objects does not arise from observation or non-observation,
but from the laws of causality and identity, which have a
universal apphecation. There is of course nothing inconsistent
here with the view of Dignaga, which rather acquires greater
precision by the new matter thus added ”? KeithsI. L A.
p. p. 102-103.

sl —araeisan and Ya=isAr are the enunciations of ¥ =y-
s and wfiwi respectively. CE. SN, A
R gEmTEE | FongreRsr 9 gasEr e 1 ? N, Bindo IO
AFEROEISRTTATE  eeseesse.t € the SEls of FEgweRT  and
FHUGTSIe: ‘

e &e.—Derivation of 5§ from 94+ ( unidi termination ).

o8 TR &e. (1) eraiinfufi®s, the 99 consists of the =i .
alone; ( 2 ) fisueRs, it consists of =& alone, and ( 3) ug-
qaledgi—( not SRufi—but TwewR- ) w9, it consists of the
whole, =8 and =R together o8 FHERN... Lhe reason for
this is that when you are giving the¥g or the w&ad, you are
predicating it of the bare =@, and not of the =iy as
possessed of the ¥ (&= ); for, the =% with the @ is yet
unproved, If the 54 were understood to be in the =i where
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would be the necessity of the 3g? (‘em sRmmRr ¥Wrawm
= @)

srrTTgaRRREE TRuddaaER: Faragmieriaae &e.—~Construe
sifeE-2rg—#aFE, and JeR-daAaraii-ga etc. as two separate
series of @ry-gg—and 3s

qRAT ggis &e.—No. For, ¥ u#@i a4 @Ry, . avd a1 aueE =g
@i, Therefore, 3gwem Magey ool ggishindi,

qarered R @gare &c The whole 9 consists of two parta:
aff. and gd—of which 1t is only the former with which
the 23 (9g9# ) is to be construed.

q @i &e—The @ part of the affd—viz IfEE—is
consequently not the 9&, when the ¥g is predicated of it.
aqfmeuFEs &c—The =0 18 1llustrated 1n the T, and 1n the
TR the 9@ wea )part of the 94, and not the qifF—( 9&7 )part
enters into the . Read =niteRUH®...q & |

Read “ o wiuffagerish safpeose 4 g6, wae g 3901
T TZR RgeAdl ad 1 7

WeAsREIST & —The @t is the @i as predicated of the
4., and thus the two taken together.

The whole postion is thus summarized in the following
quotation® * e RS e SRR ; SAHES AHEH: , QA
g N

W TERvEET —Ruel Faegn—atg and RA9g are defined

in the text of the Nyaya-Praves'a P. 1, Il 11-12, and
1112-18.

aRA. avaalaed @aeaa w9 —The point of ‘@w=la’is thus
explained 1 the Panjika (P 47a):—'‘ 7g g swmfiafids 3@
&1 &1 T8 | g4t 9 ARAGII a8 Qreatill araiEREeRaT
s 1 el dvam sR——AwaT A| g1 asdsREwer @t
YRS AARISTHE R, axafg sdilead &9 ”, that 18 to say, the
second condition, G4 @<, does not require that all the circum-
stances of the ¥wr=q ( @uer ) peed existin the 98 also. To expect
that would be to deny the possibility of Inference altogether.
All that i8 necessary is that we should distinguish between
epsontial and un-essential circumstances, that is, circumstances
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which amount to necessary conditions, and those that do not.
In this connection, the Brahmana logicians have elaborated the
doctrine of 3T and d&. (see Tarkabhasd: section on &m&t
which is defined as @R o, SR again being defined
as STMfERfT:.)
¥91. 9. 9. @& arewm-This is the third condition of & good 3. S7e%: &eo—
P. 16 ‘=g in fuat =@ (N.Pr. P 1,1 9). For ‘Admd:’ of the
. 15~17 Vrtti, the Pafijika reads ‘f&%womi:’ and expleins 1t.

1.9 3. AR = Al w-elieraaantaedy | al SsRash awageRih
P. 16 1.18. The rigid rule applies to f7& only, that is to say, a good
YTHHT 37 should be absent from all f9as, that is, cases where &=
47b. isnot;a similar universality does not belong to @v& @w=y, for,
it is not necessary for a good 8@ to be found inall the @wgs
e, g. EERigFA ( to be produced by a voltional effort)is
not expected in all @ugs, that is, things which possess sifes;
e lightning, for example, is not sFIF<das and is yet
wae-~In =, 5. 3 p 16, 1. 19, read * wm=E ﬁqﬁ&ﬁ?ﬂ
( mstead of wamﬁqa...)m%ﬁamﬁﬁsﬁ TR R
TRENRE ¥
FqT. . SEAEE GRS que—auy defined
P1 @uaesar &e—See Note on  this subject given below,
1L 10-11 @imefe—Vrtti on the definition of ¥ given in ' the
#q1. 7. 3. Nydyapraves'a, @uef. = @AW a&r [ GAMISS. @va: | GAM: T AsHr
P. 16,1 23 waiR , 98w 98 sexifE, @ weii: 9 STad—Pafijika i. e. the word
‘ 9 * being secondarily applied to z¥=,, the latter is called s
i. e. gAF 9g.—Pafjika |
SqLY.g  OAEESIETI=ANE QI 9 W SreHare, | S
P16l ot vl Ta—gemmIR=ad.  #d:’ in SrsREmEAR @Sy
94-95  gua: (NPr.)=maii%, ‘=g as=aem —which is thus explained in the
P11 1-2 Pafjikd’: JQ@gacdiAsaiREad &8 769, @ g Fs@AEd, | A |-
gaisamREAREY axfmonieierd ; it should be a reality and not

a mere word, that is to say, a fiction.

1. 4. . smAERgi-Two ways of taking &y :—(1) sivargen a9 -

P.17,1. 3. aR®R ~m.% 9. P. 16, 1. 23), and (2) saivawgedn afiftr
PR, ¢ I9ARgen * in both the cases, because the primary
meaning of &7 is TARARR wff,
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TRAT O AN etc.— ATENET [ st ] Wi [ ol ] A

P. 47 b 7 gargsd wRuREgEsii ¢ &e By TR, 911 may be used either
for i or for Ui, in the former case @™ will be a FHUT
( arerarr a9d ), in the latter, it will be a goidaes (@rer wd: )
of. ““ THIRT AFIEHAST T | ST arEgTE

+q1. 9. § Read * gwaid g anf sAfREr ol wwandr.
P. .

gf¥#r @y sraeiEm=E... This is said with reference to the word

b. ‘argd@am~M’ occurring in the definition of @@ in the
N Pravesa, @rsigmd aWFg =eaaqaqy g9, end not
qrone 9 Saem @A, for, the similarity may extend to several
other points also, although as a matter of fact for the purpose
of the particular reasoning they may be excluded.

+qT1. %. 9. * g’ is an obvious misprint for ¢ TRy, ’

P.17,L7.

110-11. Read srusiezam, for amfiawam, 9Rk=a: = invariably accom-

panied by, WRR=arFEwY,
URET IS (AR Goo, ST, SRR : =G, S (7 9 g
P.48a 1l 13-14.)

1. 9. g, 9 AfEsErmaoE &c—The Vriti explains why in the = .
P. 17,1, 14 the =9a=nf} was not enunciated in connection with the 99,
" while the =aRi#=mf is enunciated in connection with the
fiug, (4™ osgat @@ amemii where fei=fm@mEad and
SFaS=FasamEaq, ) the reagon being that the former is simple,
while the latter 18 somewhat intricate.

. . §. U, F9%d explained SWRRrri=mEmier) ( Pafijika )
P.17, sEei—&c—gmm=<luEa explained.

. 17-20. In = % 3. L 19 for @ ¥ 9a: read TRt s
P.17, Read #igafwe Rugsea. d@EwmEN0E  SORg@nshuny
1. 21-22 WdERERR.  The BdeRy is woew=<0asd, Its pecaliarity
is that it is @ug-uzm-3f, that is to say, it exists in
gome ¥96s only: for example, a lightning (f&ga) is stfr but
not SUEWWUYF, that is, produced by a volitional effort
1 ( SAE =Rz ); and yet it is & good ¥, as good as this ( 79y

' W) viz, T, i
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This passage of the Pafijika in theMss available to us is very
much mutilated. It contains an intereshing point regarding
saeratasa as predicated of @ (the minor term in
TSR SEReaiaEan, )b Are all T5s swmmEdas ¢ No.
Sometimes the =% may be produced by the natural blowing
of the wind.

Read et =t ¥g 3 ? | (949 @@, 73 1a WL |

‘@’ has two functions ¥MEE=EE and sEEETE=ER, (1) R
s1a=g is llustrated by * F0 4391 @9, * which means that ¥ is a
Tt (SRANISHTT:  GF SA=0RAE FO 96T 0% TRETEE. | ERaRan
2 it ai wEE SRy aaiem=g [ Read @@@iM instead
of AT | TF RS 791 3 TER BN o B XY gai ek
s ARd @1 RN ugR G 999 Tea R EaIRTRE WS g
JARAT AEETITE TRIGS  SHigRoatiieaia<ss G (2) &magm-
sqeag is 1lustrated by ‘7@ @9 w9 @g9e’ which means-ar
15 the only TgR, ]

Devabhadrasfiri, the commentator of Siddharsigani’s commen.
tary on Siddhasena-Divakara’s Nyayavatara, notes three
meanings of Ta: —UFHERGHI, SR AENI- A PAT<oRETRET |
gl —

AT IR 7 1

s aaer Fart s | _

SEERES AT T IgER-

qrat gAY Ate GO ar a9 o
The effect of 73 in the present case is (1) to exclude the four
kinds of sfyaeeami® and also SR@MIII—by ®RIM=E=3%, and
(2) to exclude the nine IEAMEs—aMRY ete -—by SRR,
For explanation see Pafijika P 48 b, 49 a:—misuggal gls
SR oW TAl  JOWRURAREGEge SNEdan | As regards
FEERY it pomts out—dM: [wHFREF EegtEEE [ Read
BuggRie for Fugmie | = 3R et wdliommdl saRsy |
wrgraRered  gugEuedi: [ Read @uafausmdt instead of @usmed: ]
sy B G OR o6 SUCTEENERENROE  qReia
el UgPM U4 fEEENUROY  dgERRr  wadRt After
explaining ¥ANET=R as oMW (W 93 Ihew SESSS:, it
points out the effect of 78 according to this second meaning

/ i
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of T'—api T9 YT I Ty HuCH (SEat agE | @ g s
PR R YOUVEENT G T @ v@R g
ASAANTIT=FE! WA )

. 9 gug vuaikd, Reference to @I WANW in the text of the
. N. Pravega P. 1, 1. 14,

Objection: Ifitis confined to @&, it is not even n 9§ !
Anawer Not so, About 9@, there is no question (4,

HEIEEIOT, § qeeaEaiaE ” Vrtti 1 3 where e
18 & misprint for *TaRaam

a3 Ay i WR/...... Reference to Huel 7&34a in the text of the
N. Pravesa P. 1,1 14.

srg=aRReq Pafijika reads g, but one can read @ as well. The
latter seems preferable A quotation is cited (% =) which
says that even 1f only one of the two—== and SIRE—is
mentioned, 1t can very well imply the other .

MAMOE gAY & —Tg T3 W, implies Fudsewd, and yet
it is separately mentioned to show that in debate the latter
may be set forth also A more serious point which the
Pafijika raises 1s grounded on the difference between the case of
@aeg ( @i’ ) and FEieg ( ‘ag@i®’ ) on the one hand and
sguelieg (¢ Mg’ ) on the other. In the case of the
first two, only one of the two =ftis—=@ and safR&F should
be enunciated ( SREEAE WETARREA. FEIRG T AT A
gl | 70 Chee SRR aae gaEn: ( =wa )
TR 7Y IF 1)

*qT. ¥, T. siwgum, &c—Reference 18 to Rk m wF@Rr g of N. Pravesa
P.18,1.7 P 1,1 15 Thedrs or the predicate to be proved of the minor

gfSe&T  term may be @i, T @ ete, becanse the science of Logic has been

P4vh

cultivated by the Buddhists in order to prove eartsin funda
mental truths of Buddbism, such as @5afwad , 8 g-@q, awm
[ “Aniccam’, ‘Dukkham’, ‘Anattam’ ] 5 & 9w ete—the four
‘ewas’ or ‘Noble Truths’ of Buddhism are well known-
these are (9) g& () @usd, (3 )awand (¥ ) 09, (Ses
Rhys David’s ““American Lectures on Buddhism” Pp 136-138.)
% ¢. the Noble Truths concerning (1) Suffering, (2) the Origin
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P. 18,
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of suffering, (3) the Destruction of suffering and (4) the Way
which leads to the destruction of sufferring. Gunaratns, s
Jaina like the author of the Pafijikd,' has thus summarised the
Buddhist doctrine: “ = geil g @it g@-gaFA-AR-Figegeai
qEEl e @ | 9 gaGeE.  NREE BfeeEg:,..d m@
FOIEE G SERA: | AN SusSEeat gEvenRi sy
PR RRiRn a1, fdwaen faw By »

W 93 @ed &c—The 3-89 is based upon the following s
(1) sifrea , (2) 3 @7, (3) swor:, and (4) T, - .
we gAeawd &c. Mallavadin, the author of Dharmo-
ttaratipanaks, a gloss on Dharmottara’s Nyayabindutiké.

R FRaw:—® is of two kinds—(1) that based on arRl—
similarity, and (2) that based on Sw=i—dissimilarity—(1) ‘homo-~
geneous’ and (2) °heterogeneous’ as Dr. Vidyabhusans
renders the two terms. The meaning of the text is plain. -

% ad......The word zr< from == and &+ means that which
being observed (22 &%) carries the point at isrue to the
conclusion ( 3@ ) The @@= is thus ‘@MY=, ’ and converts
the @afiart ( difference ), if there be any, into #&ga (unanimity)
Fei=era; RaRR—aegat ( Paiijika )

wawie &e—a1eed and 895 derived and explained, ‘m
TN ©E (=980 | SrreMAeREEd [ SOTeEnEE 3  REen |
e aM=Esa —Paiipka. af@d (N, Pr.) = Gams (Vrttl)‘\—‘
azm: ( Pagj. ); @R (N, Pr,) = sfwae a=m (Vritt)=araif=c
3 wer ( Pagj. ).

sRReRAl (=1 9.9 1 14)—Dafjika reads &3 and explains:
Sreqam w2, As regards the uses of @R and J9} @R the
Paiijikd observes- “@ranfraae Jamdiigacimy: R a9 |
gREeIRaEe] 3. USRI 3EWANGRAY  ATRRERd 5 | ged
FeAigErRadl &eT Al G

7 @trari &e—The point raised is this: In RSk TEam
the =iy with the 3a=e=rd runs as RS EFS @
g (See N. Pr. P. 2, 11 3-4) But is there anything
which is ‘f=a’ with the Buddhists ? The answer is: fies
is to be understood as wfEETE: and #FTRT a5 FIEAET
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Hence the passage in the N. Pr. There is no real such as & or
#a% according to the Buddhists, e is not a reality* 7 g #mawg=i-
st AW qegeaedsia. It will be noticed that if the Buddhists
had originated their own system of Logic, such proposition
a8 I TFAE ®© AUEEH, would not have been employed.
It is obvious, therefore, that they erected their system upon the
foundations laid by the Brahmanas.

WA: 9N ete. Read WH: @O0 qeaniE: WEME: | SN 3944, 1. e
/R is nothing but the 3 of #id that is &w; and this =vm
is nothing separate from ¥, it is an aspect of ¥, and not eny
independent reality. (@ g weaRIswr oW ageEeasta]  COf.
the view of the S'anikara Vedanta which is the same.

@ feea &c.~f according to the Buddhists is only a
negation of &, the latter alone being the reality.

The reading aav w#Elt W §R——that is, @ instead of ew—
would be in accordance with the Buddhist doctrine of ‘=rdi ’
which makes the nature of every ¥R consist in SrageraS.

gat=qariai=qeRgeerm, Each of the three—u&,3d and @ra—~is
to be here understood not as single terms but as propositions,
Hence, ug=9ga=m ¢, g. fvrer: T 39=8a( 1. ¢. Tgedi-)7ae e. g,
PABATL £, €, ToAEd PABA 5 TFA=TA( 1, 6. TUTW and RS- )
T, €. g, TFAS QA & a1 ganiaiy and aAled (e )
wFaE W gqem. These three propositions are otherwise
known as ‘ the three sm@uas’ or parts of one whole, namely, the
Inference. ‘e’ is a word of the Nyayasitra of Gotama
(‘carig sERsIEE @A, by the older-Brahmana-logicians ),
(1) Note that this formal process of Inference is found ‘atseng=-
%®,” that is, when one attempis to convince another by
reagoning (= 9®fR *). (2) Note that the old logicians placed
the predicate before the subject in the SR&W or ug==w, while-
the later Naiy&yikas reverse the order. ¢f. Vatsyayana in the N.

"Bhisya has @ 7%: Safisar, while later Nyaya treatises

such as THETE, TETH ete bave TERISHE: Faram, (3) Noteige is
otherwise called ggsile (4) Note that the e includes
proper as well as =mRis; not only waif¥:, but Fwas agfng = 7y,
¢aif¥:; and similarly, not only swemw, but wi¥el aemw & qummm.
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It is not the &= in itself that proves, but e as an observed
particular of a general proposition that proves. Hence the
‘zoid,’ like the ‘e’ of the Brahmana Nyiya, includes
@i This 15 supposed to be an original contribution of
Buddhists to Indian Logic which later Brahmanas adopted
in their own system. Compare, however, “TairiE=IR =6
gaafe Rk, also o R emaiaumanRy  oE—
Vatsyayana’s N, Bhasya 1.1 34-35.

gz 9qu fAwriFe —This should be read with the preceding s
9gigg. ?  Of the three 9%, 83 and @i the 9% 18 the central
object towards which the 83 and the %2ra are directed

g &c—This ‘=R’ of  gaMs’ goes ae far back as
the terminology of the Nyiiyasutra of Gotama.

HIFSTM ,..... 90— lxplanation of GuengmHI=y, SFW=qI=TH-

the pervasion of one real by another real, 3/ is the subjective
process of tracing & umversal truth through a number of
particulars. S7:~—>THd WA@d 2. ¢. the three collectively,
and none singly, can prove the proposition.

qerare —“Ch appears to read ¢ @=— (or &m99-) 9ggra@’ while T

. reads ‘anmaE ” (N Pr. Part 11 p. 14. Comparative Notes ),

Explun - @easd 3. qer @ Note that here 9& is already
shown to be not only the minor term (&l ) but the proposition
1n which the major term 1s predicated of the minor (sAR&ERB! i),
If you read aravgmE , explain it thus: SvwEw: R : g-
geme Note that ‘@wd’ is not only the 8 or ¥@=A but
‘ggmRaEarls arm’  ‘arrag ’ of T* is asshown above not a good
reading. Of courss, 4& is @17 and consequently &1 is Trearird,
But this creates confusion, unless the word @7 18 restricted
to 94 and is throughout used as & synonym of ug,
The fallacies of 9@ are also known as fallacies of sfcer, ( See
Bhémhba's Kavysl )

gmiiggist—Recall ‘ aramwiaa.’ in the defintion of wg (N, Pr.
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“q1. 9. 9. The Vrtti points out that even if the so-called ug satisfied the
THET remammg part of the definition~ SR =i etc—it would be
P50 b wemna L it was ‘SenREes,

*q1. ¥ J. dHe fwgqa —Not simply opposed or contrary to, but dise
P. 19,1.19. proved by, For “ & ugrma:?” read ‘Fﬂ{? | qeraE:

L 28 5% ... TOEES T —IIE=SEEURISEA, 4.6 SO/E means
the ¥ determined by 5@; thus, for example, when we speak
of a $¥4 of paddy, what we really mean is paddy of a certain
weight or measure, viz. ‘.

1. 9. . a0 afgmieama—The Vriti points out, somewhat meticu-

P 19,1 24. lously, that in all such names as ‘ s@ElRE ’ ete. we are to

g,  understand SgaReTi-figs ete, thatis to say, the fX¥ arises

P..50 b not from the pramfna 3@ ete, but from the fact which is
disclosed thereby.

1. 9. g@a—There are nine kinds of Fallacious Theses ( getiara ) r—
P. 2.1 14 (1) A thesis is contradicted by Perception ( ‘saaeg’) e. ¢
to - oW @ — Sound is naudible.’

" P.3L 5 (2) A thesis contradicted by Inferemce (‘aigamfiss’)e. ¢,
fadl 92 —“A. pot 1s eternal’ 15 contradicted by the inference
‘A pot 18 non-eternal, because it 1s a product.’

" (8) A thesis contradicted by one’s own doctmne (¢ smmwizEa 7 )

" e g A Vaidesika undertakmg to prove e TEg: '—‘gound
- is eternal.’

(4) A thesis contradicted by public opinion (‘@=fiwz’)e. g
‘g AR WG SaFER agIdE —A  (dead ) mans
skull is pure ( not untouchable ), because 1t is a limb of
an animate being, as, for example, & conch or a shell. Now
according to public opinion the former 1s regarded as
untouchable, though not the latter.

(5) A thesis contradicted by one’s own statement ( ‘wa=afes’)
¢ g. ‘uwal ¥ =y '—'My mother is childless’  This
proposition 18 self-contradictory. But it is not clear
whether a8 statement which contradicts one’s former
statement will come under this head.  Of course, if the
former statement amounts to a doctrine it will be clagsed
as ¢ aWWEEE, * but not otherwise.
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(6) A thesis whose predicate is unacceptable (srRmzfiimn:) €. g

(7)

while argming with a Samkhya, a Buddhist taking bis
stand on such a proposition as ‘Sound is perishable,
(e aied af AR 5% 5% ) The predicate in 73t f&awi is
denied by the Samkhya. (rather, Mimarmsaka) Dr. Satis--
chandra Vidyaibhusana rightly observes® “Sound is a subject _
wellknown to the Mimmasaka, but not to the Samkhya.”—I
would slightly change the language and say: that sound is
imperishable 18 a wellknown doctrine of the Mimamsaka,
not so much of the Simkhya.

A thesis whose subject 18 unacceptable ( sfEfgs )e. g.
while argming with a Buddhist, a Samkhya taking his
stand on such a propositien as ‘A self or egois spiritual’
( ¢ weagm Q15 afd Jaw ki’ ). The existence of the subject
~viz. d@I--18 demed by the Buddhist.

Dr. Vidyibhusana calls (6) ‘2 thesis of ar unfamiliar
minor term’, and (7) ‘a thesis of an unfamiliar major
term’, the 1illustrations given being the same as above. This
is obviously a shp ; the words ‘minor’ and ‘major’ should
be 1nterchanged.

(8) A thesis whose both the terms—the subject and th:

predicate-are unacceptable to the other party (ssfagi:)
e.g. 2 Vas'esika arguing with a Buddhist and taking his
stand on such & pioposition as ¢ The soul 15 the substantial
cause of pleasure, pain etc ' (FARwY 9% R gwRewR-
Fromm@ ) Here we have to note that the Buddhist denies
both the subject and the predicate, he does not believe in
the existence of atman nor does he hold that pleasure ete,
are qualities inhering in &tman.

(9) A thesis universally accepted (sf&@d=4) e. g. ‘Sound is

audible’ ¢ e. apprehended by the sense of hearing.’ ( sawr
7o 5f%) Dr. Vidyabhusana’s translation of his Tibetan text
gives, as an example, ‘Fire 1s warm’. In principle, this agrees
with the example of our text, ‘ &=%. saw s . But T’ of
Principal Vidhus’ekhera Bhattacharya reads ‘oo sifirge gf.’
This is the -opposite-of Dr, Vidyabhtisana’s illustration
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and changes the nature of the fallacy. In connection with

. his reading of T'. Mr. Vidhus’ekhara remarks: “T'...awn
AT 3. It has already been noted (Note 20, 2. 16-17
above) that the last qemw in T" 15 5f4feR%g and the illustration
given above is quite in accordance with 1t.  Yet, T' itself
when it illustrates the term, reads SRgg==4. It appears that
T® 15 perfectly right in reading the last sarna as sfEREs,
and in 1llustrating it as enfi@™, for how can AATEETH be a
ggmrrd and be illustrated as ‘zg =maw: ’ as there is nothing
here which can make an appearance (s13d) of the ag? It
is, therefore, evident that there is some confusion in the
mss. of both the Skt and other versions”

What mekes Tt smw:" an stRm of the % is that it is presented
a8 a 9% and yet is not a 9a, the definition of a 9§ requiring
that it should be ‘ar=r@dfad > or ¢ anfigie’. This can only be
when the truth of the propostion is af issue between the two
parties. Such, however, is not the cage with °z=: swEw:’,
and 80 it is a weam@. The correctness of the reading of the
Skt text of the Nyayapraves'a is vouchsafed by the
commentary which in explaining and justifying this
abnormal type of gemwi@ observes as follows: “ sR@wwdt o
TN e Ef 1| SR sReREREAEstee R dae aduffes
T @ qEEE | 5y TR el HEE e | W daa gk,
AR @ "—Vrtti p 21, 1. 24 to p. 22, 1. 2.

This type is also noted by the author of the Nyayavatara
(a work of Jama logic by Siddhasena Divikara) and its
commentator: “sfRwr sfadq. 7. sBm R sdowme @«
AR | SRR ageEr, e ST, | aRees 07

The Chinese text of the “ Praves's-taraka-ssstra”
supports the eame reading. Of the four fallacies of the
Thesis...not found in Dinna’s work, but, only in S’ankara’s

the lust is thus vindicated by Suguira : “ The last fa]]aoy
of the Thesis is of quite a different character from the
preceding, If in the first fallacy 1t was _regarded as
absurd to mointain as a Thesis a statement directly
contradictory to fact, so in the lagt fallacy 1t is maintained
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( sfmfada ) again into S%mEan, wiRmM, and o=fem
—illustrating them by *amsiané @idt,” where the very
utterance contradicts the truth of the proposition, * &
g aw,” where the 7urg predicated of all propositions
makes this very proposition #m and thus contradicts
its trath, and “e€ zd «i@ @ g swWt @w”’  where the
subject ( s+t ) contradicts the predmate (g7=m) and thus
makes the proposition false, The ¢ giasrufitn ’ of Kumarila
18 what is called ¢ swmiQa 'in the Nyayapraveds : « dige
e @A @y ¥ corresponding  with “ FREwE ™
g s @’ The wadmm@iEfuy, already noticed, is
illustrated by the denial of a well-acecepted meaning such
a8 the word =% denoting zfdm. * ==me=nAdas @R A
Fiuft @ w9omRen @mamd aran)” This sdomwaRRde of
S’loka-Vartika is 2 variety of a=si#iv, and hence ° sifirgen: ’
will not be an illustration of it, It will rather be an
illustration of s@eeg both in the scheme of the Nyaya-
pravesa and that of the S'lokavartika,
Siddhasena Divakara, the author of the Nyazyavatara, thus
* refers to the fallacy of werrm.

“ sRuae g Rre vERIEISERE. |

FiFETTAT T A w@ N’
Here are noticed five valeties of gammg-—(1) sfiwe 3. R
2. ¢, SRrTer SRATH. 3: @, g sdaaee © @ ggnme: (Com.)
= wigzdasq ' of the Nyayapravesa t.e. QR aﬂaa‘f
o wt aPE, (2) aEd whm (= soate’) e
ﬁimﬁmamﬁ,mﬁmﬁmmm (3) Rt afem. 4 e
SRR, (= FETEEE: ' )-e, ¢ ARG @, (4) dEa: (=
fea ’ ) e g a1 arm; (5) SEEmanaG = Wﬁﬁ & g. 8
% war Dharmakirti 1n the Nyayabindu says : © sfiwsa o
gamge@ansid” 16 may be noted incidentally with reference
to the reading of NPr. P. 1, 1. 7 dlscusaed above that
Dharmakirti refers to ‘w Hmﬁ@w g’ as the ‘sam?
( “wamgmasty’ ) of ‘aa’ to which he adds “sfwes:’ and justafies
the addition; and Dharmottara 1n commeting upon it
also says TIREFMIFFY TAGSAUNS SQARSANE UaEEM 9N
ST 9 qg: &R 95ANA RO aROTaTR $a0, —thus implying
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that the older definition of 9 did not contain the proviso
¢ geeges: ', and therefore the whole * seemafies zf
gee: ) may well be an emendstion of the text of

the N, Praves’s (P.1,1.7)in the light of Dharmakirtr’s
guggestion.

7 aPigisisT: TRETRRs TR 7 U s g s
a SGEUE J9T SPIE: 9% & | sTgAmeRE I e g ahi)
SARETEA I o=E: TEI | EEEEeE 99T AIgAE SHR L gR
FqR: qgwEr Foga wafq 1 ”? —N. Bindu, Dharmottara in
commenting upon this passage of the N. Bindu does not
enlarge the list. But he adds an illustration of w¥=fiss
which is interesting, since it reminds one of the famous Greek
patallel—*All Cretans are liars’ put forward by one who was
himself a Cretan (“ash % &7 frar adeifX afs dsoer e
FEdamERERe AN ) sRRiF0s is thus explained: © ==-
qeErel 9 W i aRenand: | & T sden foga . wdiss e,
frcfmmiv sda | e AegReetoegsa L ¥ fwe
fFRmeT Sden sRmeTReREd R L. o1 sdiveln Beer
Rrefmaan R sexesaraameEas amd gz ) "—N, B. Tika,

Before concluding this branch of the subject let us note
Pras'astapada’s hist of five gg”mi@s —Thess are * sen—gar—
A -FAR-EETARAET 1 and they are illustrated as follows'=
(9 ) s@EolsERE ( Fire is cool ) smafadl, () wwmerm ( Sky-
space-1s dense ) FAGAEANH; (3) AR GU ¥ ( A Brahmana
may drmk liquor ) smmwEdH ; ( ¥ ) 3fRew genliR gw: ( An
effect is pre-existing in the eause, mn the month of n Vais'esika)
mmerdd; end (W) @ Tsdwms:  ( Words carry no
meaning ) &R SR

+q1. 9. 9. SBIETE AAE o A AR SR SRR s eIt
P. 20, 1. 4. you undertake to prove #»mwA of =%, this predicate—samngora—

11

L

-

O.

will be found to be opposed to and disproved by v which
is already known by @4 to belong to 23,

G-I THCISHIER, SAETEN 1 W | T4 e sRenties: -
An objection to the foregoing illustration is here taken:—
ami=-~the Universal or the General 1s not 5o at all according
to Buddinsts, @99, that is, the Particular and not the
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to be equally absurd and fallaciou= to offer as a Thesis a
‘ statement which everyone would accept a8 a plain
statement of fact. .No less absurd than to propose the
Theais ¢ Sound is inaudible ” 1s to propose the Thesis
“ Sound is audible.” In proof a Universally accepted
truth is treated as an imperfect Thesis,” (Hindu Logic -
ag preserved in China and Japan p. 62.)

As noted by Principal Vidhusékhara, Ch reads qwewém~miia
and T? el for sRmdsry of the Skt. text T' first names
it sRfEfes but afterwards in illustrating it below reads
sfagaan,

T! reads avqomiss, Tnwatg, Wik and wewdg for the
last four, which makes only a difference of language,
@ and @i being equivalents of B3 w and fww

respectively, and gwat 1n the last corresponding to &
of the Skt, text. '

It 18 interesting to note that Bhamaha, the great Buddhist
poetician, while giving a summary of Logic (*’g=ma-
sa=g.’ ), in the course of his treatment of Rgs adopts the
gsame classification as that given here (‘sfiwr [=w@ ]3g-
A g8 ’, and illustrates the last gesfgn = (vgmre) which
he calls ¢ sfrgadt’ by the example given in]our Skt, text.
¢ gfrguit war sl wtdg | ’—Bhamaha’s  Kavyalamkara
V.19)., Thus, the correctness of the reading in the
Sonskrit text—sfiggey—is warranted.by the N.Pr, Vrtti,
Ch, T?, half of T' and Bhamaha’s Kavyalamkara.

Kumanla in his SlokaVartika mentions ‘sastesfaRzRdy’
which should not be mistaken as supporting the reading
sfifeteg of T', For, in 81 Vart it appears as s variety of
weEfag, which in its turn 18 one of the {3@us of the six
pramapas, This he illustrates as follows: “ saxrifigd

TR A FRaf | @ S3oRE 9wged agy 17 In the scheme of
the N, Pr. this would fall under ‘ $%5sg ' and has there.

forc nothing to do with the 'sRfifmz® of T' given
in the place of ¢sfigwwa’. ParthasarathiMis’ra, the
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commentator of Slokavartika, eriticises the illustration of
THATZ (:uaiéhsm%&ﬁrg) as given by the Buddhist logician
viz TRCEFNS SEFET Poaq, which, in his opinion, shonld
have been given as an illustration of swmfade, Thus,
Kumarila and Parthaearathi while they mention °sfafdiw,
do not employ the word in the sense of the sRigfiea of T'
but of the ¢ @isfieg > which figures in all the recensions of
Nyayapraves’s, Uddyotakara sees no justification for
recognising sRifsfes (=¥1%fiez of N.Pr.) as a special sgms,
gince it would come under one or another of smufiias He thus
Bays :—‘‘stafafies @ @ gy Aigh sRERRe skl 1w smerdat
TGRSR 491 R SR | G e
sffERRan® g s s@m: | "—N, Vart p, 114.) Moreover
he objects to the example given by the Buddhist logician
as an 1llustration of ‘ eivmigeg *.  The proposition ‘faew: weg: !
he says, is not opposed to the stwm but only to the sigam of

P

the 3385, the rght illustrations of emwies as given by
Parthasarathi being ZRw@ERaTS SoIFargiead, @R
i fenae, e, aRERiRE SETaEd feaE, agEeta,
Thus “ siraiegaiy aA@H f: 052 57 791 s5aly amfaes Rl omm: |
9 R SR seaivaemrma: SRivmN @geeTe, ROk SR, ST
TREaanated’ . Furthermore, he objects to ¢ epimam: ==z’
being regarded as a case of smaRig, it being in his opinion
a case of aigamfdig, the proper illustration being  srgemishr-
f}ﬁ” Thus: “ wesPif saafle | wrw 75% g Saatiy
REIERT qEgT, | SRETRmARTAR | ST ST SRR
T el G et Soeafa g awEeTagEEE, | enke-
Rizagodisgiiay | SedEgeReM, | SqRRT @genstHif g o
Similarly, Kumarile criticises the Buddhist and says that
- 6%. I is an illustration of ska&fRra, for we all apprehend
%%, and not g=x: #wEw , which we know to be i to sigam
and not to mgg Thus:—‘“ammgm g o3 S@AW {Fo= |
AT, FHEEHgEEd. | AR I A SR | SIS
ftErent 7 ey 1 7 §'1, Vart, vv 59b—61a

The 1llustration given under wa==f%s in our text, - wmr ¥y
R * Kumarila woald treat as & case of ¢ sezfifi,” which he

divides into wRmi*-qidoeu’-and wIREARR Adw, the first
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Universal being according to them the object of e, while
9, that is, the Universal is the object of sgmm (* sorge &
@eguRE Fen agAme 9 gmEg@R . "—Pafijika p, 50 b ).
How then could one say * S@ERRA =aweq -2 being a
@ and therefore beyond the reach of @& ? Answer :—
AL RGN, FRFIRETAIGIRRGE: | ¢ ¢. the termina-
tion & ;n WEWE is not ntended to sigmfy @M the general
or universal nature—but @W&7 (=Wegu=t1) the particulsr
nature, the thing itself ( ‘&om’ )

T AT AR SnREERandeT— Explana-
tions in terms of Buddhstic metaphysies. Read ¢ savmfied
HATAYAERE Lo oeo TR SFAGT @R 5 or 79 5789 T B 1

arrareg #=i—While answering the objection, ‘ &=’ ( Dharma-
kirti ?;) goes beyond the position taken up in the foregoing
reply, 1m which @M= is conceded to be a real~which is appre-
hended by @A™ though not by si@e. * s » denies reality to
o eltogether. He says: ‘@ weased auEanHEc:, &g
@aEd 7 4. e, the @ in’ %@ does not mean a real universal
( @ardwia, that is 9 in the sense of real universal) but only
being, in the present case conceptual or nominal existence.
The difference between the first and the second explanation is
the difference between two schools of Buddhist Metaphysics
viz. Representationism or Indirect Realism and Subjective
Tdealism.

Tt is to be noted that °& does not occur in the text of the
N. Praveda whose illustration 15 “apmo. &g &R ”—which is
not open to the objection diccussed above. Evidently, the
llustration is found elsewhere and is confounded with that
given 1n the N, Pravesa—-unless it be assumed that the author
of the Vrtti had it 1n s copy of the N. Pr. Probably, the text
of the N. Pr. which contained no reference &= (°&) was
explained and illustrated by commentators mn terms of @mra
and 8o gave rise to the objection which is noted in the Vriti
and 18 repeated in the Pafijika.

AN &e— oW’ as here undertood is the particalar
school which the writer has avowed as his own.
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qfmr 9% 9 &e—(9 ) (A g aERife ( Vais’. Sttras Vi 1.,
50. b. 57 a, ( R ) GeaRR-TaE SwEafk ( Vaiw', SutraaX it-9 )

3fir—By the Mimarmsakas

AqAaaa—In consequence of its not being & production of any
person, humen or divine. 3®aRA—in consequence of its being

the work of a personal being; in the present case, of the
Divine Person

VLY g, ROwoiH...etc—Read “ RuddH RFER Foranfiar ’ ( See
P.21,1. 4-5 Padjikd p. 52a.)

Ly

qmt  aterit B &c—A summary of the Samkhya system. afemmeIRa
P. 51- wiereRaRENT-TiereaR s referred to in Anuyogadvara ( a work
P. 22a. of the Jaina canon ) as ‘@vrEad’ which is the same as

or Rwani, the “ Golden-Seventy” which together with a
commentary was translated into Chinese by Paramartha bet-
ween 557 and 568 A D This is the san e as the well-known
HEAFCH of YT,

it &e.—The Sarmkhya denies * &9 swre ’ and ¢ fRew

fimm’ that 18, absolute S@R and absolute Fmm, a doctrine
meintained by the Buddhists and the Nydya-Vais’esikas who

are consequently stigmatised as ‘ onfdwR®’s, that is, semi-
Buddhists. Not that % and 39 in some sense—in the sense
of afiwla W= —are not accepted by the Sarnkhyas. e =
“ that 1nto which the cause does not enter ; traceless ; absolute.

gRaw o R waiaiaaf wa-l sehisacacraat s, 2 9,

P. 51 b. (=Feerea=3i& ), 3 iER, 4-20 a group of mxteen consisting of 5
maxTe, 5 Fiitads, 1 7. and 5 @S, ( ,-<@,-€9,~TR-TR- )
and 21-25 the 5 #erEs ( ofl, &g, A4, w17, and ewerm.) The
Samkhyakarika which gives the number is quoted in the
Panpkd. So also is the Kanka which distingnishes the nature
of w#fi from the other members of the series; the same has

qf>®T. been’also expluned. ¥R ete.—The Samkhya etymology of

P.52a the word

qEFT  SEEE- 9 T HaaeRd s GemT ek ggman: ?

P.52b Objection: How can a Buddhist speak of ‘Gersa’ when he has no
such proposition as ‘@gga=a’ or ‘sfc’’ forming part of his Inference ?
In answering this objection, the fact that the Buddhist does
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not recognise Y& is aamitted, but the tréatment of 9 and
TS is defended on the ground that it is meant for beginners
(* arw=geeady’ ), who have to gather every kind cf information
relating to the subject before they enter upon a scientific
discussion. In the latter case, 96099 is not necessary, 3gT=4 1
enough. ( &N X QIR W@ 59 F¥ ) The Buddhists were

not the founders of the science of Logic, of which they
had borrowed the framework and numerous details from

the Brahmanas  These, however, they have endeavoured to
mprove upon in their own way This 15 how the subject of
9gasn finds a place in a Buddhistic work, although ‘the
rejection of 9g@=s ( afE ) is one of the reforms which th
Buddhists have proposed. : ’

3. oNe—a% 7w ete Read a3 7 wid senandl aif, Objection:—

> 21,1L.5-101F the fact that your propesition 1s not accepted by your

opponent is enough to make it ¢ smiRERgw,’ good
bye to all smEamE. (ﬁm%m%ia %ﬁ%\‘ﬁ-ﬁ’[ﬁ] @Sm?) For,
every ( W) %W is oceasioned by difference with the
opponent. Answer Mere difference of opmmion does not
create SRR 9arE, for surely such a thing would be
absurd The 9™ under notice is intended to serve as a
caution vhat the z=rd should be properly established and placed
beyond possibility of question by means of vahd arguments.
(SRt eERETS FASTARTNT: ARG ARl | a1 g g,
&, | A T T SR &A1 1 —N Pr., Vriti p 21 11 8-10 )

giEt w2 & AEEARSTECEITIET  geeRiEiaay 9t

P.52b
P. 53 a.

?

g g% | gosamEiaaaia: It hes been observed above that a
gei—that 18 a minor premiss—does not become a GERIT—
fallacy of the minor——smply because it is not aeceptabl,
to the other party. But i order that the balance be
turned in our favour we must show fhat the @ op
which we rely 1s sound. Thus, mn the problem of fiery
versus 3i+a™ mooted above % should be shown to be afum
by ‘ refuting the gemdaig—the doctrine of pre—existence 'of
the ¥ in the #Wi—of the Samkhyas. The whole of the
second half of P. 52 and the first half of P.53 contains g
refutation of this doctrine
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gt T FRIEd smRrelietaar watmemif @ —The
Samkhya argument Since only such #%7s as are possessed of
i<  potential energy or capacity ) can produce a given F
and no others, it is evident that the #% exists in the FT in the
form of that @, Criticism: No. The ®% 1 not found in the
& before it is made. ( Read: “ wiier s gwgresaid ) The
Samkhya answers It 1s not found, not because it does not
exist, but because it is not made manifest ( FFETRRIIEFA: )
Criticism* What is there to show that it exists ? (&7’ &
a2 ) Samkhya  The very fact that 1t comes 1into being.
(=@ ). Criticism® If it exwsts already, 1t 1s absurd to say
that it comes into being ( REWMERIGENTT, 577 G6 AR )
The Samkhya rejoinder: If that which does not exist can
come into existence, a @ ( the horn of donkey) can ag
well do so”  ( stfrmFrRad eXaToRAmgE® #); or rather
as the sFFEAIRA, maintains, that which does not exist can
come into being, nothing can come 1nto bemng except a
wtam | Reply. No. The @ does not come into being,
because there is no cause to bring 1t into being. ( FRETHEIT
ete. ) Similarly 9= 18 not made out of @gs, or 92 out of #fwe,
because @+gs are not the cause of 92, meither T of az.
‘Bvery effect has a definite set of caures which alone

produces the effect and no other (sﬂ‘aﬁwmﬂFﬂl sfafa-
JaFIGTARAT, ),

Mark the difference between the two views: The problem
before tho two parties 1s—How is it that @2 is made out
of 7R and not out of was, and similarly % out of dwgs
and not out of #Rm? Onpe of the parties—the S@FRART—
accounts for this by assuming a @< i. e-—the potential
existence of # in the %W, which enables it, and 1t alone, to
produce the partictilar effect; while the other—the s@@MaIRa-
accounts for it by assming a causal law ( based on observation )
which connects the cause with the effect (F-aueftrar & annli 9=y
SRR S e | qEANg SRifmaeRiee @ wd R
% g %@ gwwima ) Note thet according to onme school the
{394 15 the ultimate fact of observation ; according to the other
the fiw is the fact to be accounted for——whxch is done by
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agsuming @Rs for the purpose. The position of the awmd-
T is this: Whatever is made must be 1@ before it is made;
not that whatever is @ can be made Hence, the objection-
that & @& might as well come into existence because it
is ar9q is futile.; it is not every =1a that is made, but whatever
is made must be s@a before it is made, (FgR agE: @aeRT-
g 3R SRR | 9 gAaREd agay @) In fact it is a contradiction
in terms to say that a thing #s and that the same is afterwards
made ( FaREENaRg 1 GgarraRa ). Moreever, if a thing i
even before it 1s made, why all the lsbour of collecting the
materials and working the machinery for its manufacture ?
(Read mmamRenusaiawdmd 3-Pasjika P. 58, 2) The Samkhya
reply It 15 for making patent what was hitherto latent
(sifvea=d ) Criimsm: Was that' aiRmafn ( drawing out or
manifesting of that which is latent ) ¥ or 3ma, before now ?
If you say ¥a—why need you trouble to make 1t ? If you
say ¥184, you rehnquish sreFRaR. The Samkhya explanation:
HRENT or mainfestation is only the removal of =T (BII"(UT-
SIREISEIRE" ), not & thing to be made like the & whose
atveafn 1t 18, Criticism: If thereby yom imply that @iRmaRs
is 1, the removal of &Uaw® is unnecessary. If, on the other
hand, the removal is doing something; the =REuin ceases to
be ﬁm (Femn siERREET R | R asAeaTEy: 1)
Samkhya objection: It is contended by the Samkhya
that such expressions as 3% 44, 92 T4 bear testimony
to the existence of the thing before it is produced; for,
the &m in 9P cannot be dome by ®ft unless the &P
is there; ‘simlarly the & in 3% cannot be applied to % unless
the =12 ég there. Answer. the &R and the w2 are here referred
to prospectively (gl R w¢ i syvEnsRieey Reman g
WRf yoagraw: g ) In brief, there is no semse in
saying that a thing is made if the th'mg is already there ;
and if & thing is made it is clear that it is not’ Fer.  ( Frarmal-
AT, TR I § = | §EBAMRTAE.
Read this for wmfuiz )

For & full discussion of the pros and cons of the &@RR
vide Samkhya Sutras I II[—123 with the DBhasys
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of Vijisnabhiksu, and Vedantasitras with the Bhasya
of S'amkara and the Bhamati of Vacaspatimis’ra.

The distinction between the two doctrines 18 thus presented in
a nutshell by Vijfidnabhiksn at the end of his commentary
on Sainkhya Sutra I. 123 »—sria & sEaiRAmm@eaEatE A
fRdt ga JeeEr SRS seERR. SdensTmaaiaE maE
IR sdEEE | AREeEe SRENRRE | TEREE
FETEIRE | o= @9 gaed,.  The theory of e
has been examined and defended at conmsiderable length by
Vijiianabhiksu in his Commentary on 8 8. 1. 121-123, the mam.
‘difficulty in the theory being met as follows :— ¢ s,
RPARAE R ST, S S mmmmmma%m aiftas,
W gy CEREIREREE  TEEEEE SRR, | S
g, SFTERAs AT 17

Mediating between the erwsR@E of the Nyaya-Vaisésika and
the @@ of the Samkhya, the S'ankara Vedantn recognises
partial trath in both, and while the Jaina would treat
. them as two points of view both of which though partial
gre equally true, the Sankara Vedantin regards both as
equally falee and deduces from their conflict his doctrine
of wfd=digar or frard of all effects. The various views
on this subject have been summarized by the author
of Samksepa-Sariraka in one verse as follows © mﬁﬁ'
ey SR WG | SieUTRag IR e Radag:-

Where SRFEE=SE@RTT, awq—qwgw, ARSI,
and fAAR=ARR=ITaER.

“ud 7 fanh ==: ete.—This proposition of the Buddhist, howso-
ever true is not placed beyond the charge of uswme until
the T is established as a thing that is RmfEM. It should
be noted in this connection that if the z@=a which is
_the ground of the reasoming is to require a proof, and the
latter still another proof and g0 on ad infinitum, there
will be no rest ( R¥A TwagTTER TIM Tmd  wkeRETOTR-
RIS @, ). Moreover, #mivaR@ww and emidzEsr
are really not qemm@s at all.  For, let wus just consider in
relation to whom they are &if4% and therefore supposed to be
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qerris: the a1k, or his opponent? that i, the proposer himself
(%) or one whom he endeavours to convince ( afaw ) ?
Not the former, viz. the X7, Because, so long es
the @& bases his argument upon W5 such as T4
ete, and uses a [49W, the &AM cannot make his % a
9 simply because the other side does not agree toit.
And not, the latter, viz the sfdm@, Because, one becomes a
99T when he does not apree (amituaey sfimaa) Read
aqifz-ud@ for aar ¥ For sRuaiaa I was inchined to read
a@gdern, as the word with which 1t is contrasted 1s
gadgen This, however, would require that we should
read sfiaz®d ( equivalent to @fEw: ) for sfwEwe-whichis a
bit' awkward. But the concluding words emfAer sRTEE,
leaves no doubt that the correct reading is sfg@megw and
not Sfgarader .  Moreover, the words 5Ri9res and s for aikd,
and i@ wre found elsewhere also. e, g. 1n the Nyayabindu.

fem gl @9gta ~The meenihg here given of e
deserves to be noted. According to the Metaphysical Nahiliets
of Buddhism, nothing possesses a self i.e essential reahty. .
Lhe Realists of Buddsm did not go o far, but they denied
the reality of the universal and the one us agamst the par.
jcular and the many. Consequently they denied &mi=4 and
w9134, e 1s the whole which is over and above and con-

“sequently other than the parts, according to the Nyaya- Vaig'esika

school  This the Buddhist denies, and the argument on which -
he relies is ®awa based upon w@WwagIRREaEg; that 18 to say,
the reason that the thing (%aw&1)is not found, and if it
had existed it would have been found; but since it is not
found, 1t does not exist (cf “@wrEIgTSRaFl | A1 YA IyeRysem-
sigEargesie —N. Bindu. )

As agamnst the common sense view that we perceive the
whole, it 15 maintaineal by the Buddhist that we Znfer certain
component parts from certain other component parts. Thus,
from the question whether the ‘socalled Perceptloﬁ (5@3) is
not mn reality Inference (@igwM ), there arises the direct
question whether the Whole (*mf#) is anything over and
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above the Parts ( otaqas ). This problem is discussed at such
length and with such a multitude of pros and coms in the
Nyaya—Sutras, Nyaya Bhasya and Nyaya-Vartika, that
it appears to have been one of the greatest ontological
problems of the age, ( Sez N, Sutras I.i 30-31 and 32-36)
“q gard WM ERREaEAsTERisR, il @HEd w wadeR |
W 9 FREFEEF, B QlgRiareaagng skhaesy 353
—N. V. Tatparya II. i. 30.

(9) emiaR TerwE GRgER FHikaR, gagTaRema=RiaR @8 qar -
TR (R aneidRRaTE ; (1) R,
(¥) agesy fmst Bdwaagmans (N, Vartika on II, i, 30
This together with the paragraph which follows has been rendered
very clear by Dr. Gapganath Jha in his translation:
The Vartika propounds four arguments in support of the view
that the composite iss omething different from the components'~
(A) The component yarns must be different from the

+ composite cloth, because they are its cause, just like the

shuttle and other things; the shuttle and other things, are the
cause of the cloth, and are found to be different from it. ete.
(See pp. 236-37)

4 uflumgad :—Read @ gaimAgar  FRmEw wd gadien:
Tafa=gwdli

TrETERRG—Read  FmRRTEsaRimaaizd  for  Jomerm-
TR |

9 gHOAgT ... Qe The argument against the recogm-
tion of a real aff@—samaRA—over and above -the 4#s—qws and
S9as—18 that there is nothing to prove that it exsts. No such
¥gia, enters our perception. A thing 1s expected to
be perceived 1f it exists, and if 1t is not perceived,
evidently i1t must be pronounced to be nom-exwsient (AR
FERTARFTTEREEE  RiRE RRkant akaed 1 e
HTEl ST | [T T JZIORTOEUH SRS agars sqagae, gt
FAERA T | WYY METIRRASTA 998 3R 1 R eneggeRe
—Pafijikd.) A possible difficulty : If there is no real smafyg
what is it that is perceived ? The w@ms are on all hands
regarded as lying beyond the range of perception. Answér.—
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We do not hold that wwds are abosolutely beyond the range -
of perception in all circumstances. We rather hold that -
they do become perceptible in a certain condition, viz, when
they are close together so as to cooperate in one group-
( ffemet sEamTERREEITERARTERERR | anf weauRfai-
IR FEFRGEIEEA: ARSI | AR edsaza
FREET” e gusnRRegEEs « —Pafjikda ) Another
possible objection: How do you then explain the unity of
the object as perceived ? (... 92 &R ¥ A= ?) Answer:
The many (atoms ) are too small to be perceived as distinet
entities and hence the jllusion; e. g; a light is constantly
changing, a new flame coming into existence every moment, and
yet it appears to be permanent owing to the fact that the
different flames are very much like one another and follow in
quick succession. ( SRFYEAILAEITTA G5 & Rsndetn 1 sdurd
AT R R R s Seatsaaa— Pafipka ) Objection:
While the distinction of the wmiJs remains unpreceived, how can
the otds themselves be perceived, even in the condition
and 1n the form of an FFET (77 AITITRTAIN: THAIE:  FIAAE: ¢
Panijiki),

Answer: If in consequnes of the distinction being nnpereoelved
a thing is to remain unperceived, a light would have to be.
regarded as unperceived because the distinction of the hght
( which in reality is a series of lights in quick succession ) is
unperceived | Therefore in our view the 9@Ms are pereceived
although therr distinctions are not, thus appearing illusorily
as one instead of many. ( REAFTETErEAEES S Ee
AvRTETesRmsTEaEay ) Moreover, will you tell how even
on your hypothesis an sm@iai could-be perceived (=g )
though the distinction of the @W&s are admittedly unper
cerved ? (FFaEaWI AHARTIIRAN AT &4 @41 Soeaqe. ?-Panjiks
Note—Read #4 &a1 “for @aq @ar ). Furthermore, I challenge
you to get over the following dilemma. Conceding for the sake
of argument that there is an s@4fE9.in addition to the ew7as
which appear as an external object, may I know whether the
body~qe-which possesses ¥g (gross) size is one or many ?
Supposing it is one, is 1t made out of one component part or
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many ? In either case it cannot be ome. For what is w®
cannot be in its nature one (tm@aﬁqﬂ) It the gross
whole were one, when one part 18 coloured the whole would have
to be supposed to be coloured, or if one part is covered the whole
would be found to be covered ! ( 3 ©mds @i agFesUA
I U: SESI, UHSEA aaenaw waq, ) The other alternative,
that the gross whole is many, is what you do not hold For,
you hold that one whole subsists 1n many parts { FFASTE-
A ageESEeEEEaR  goNarEegewa-Pafijika ). Obgection
If there is no smafi, how can you speak of something (srr37)
being ©@ and something (em@a) @ ? ( TIPEFIREITRAET-
|TysyIea: ) Answer: the e9ds come to be regarded as @ or
@ according as they are one or many. ( 3@FE1 T 4l SgTART
ASTIZAN: TITEEHIGeT_y sa— Pafijika. )

I gy T T, A3 AT, 97 6. Denvation and mean-
ing of @ma™. ¢ CAWEAIgRETE, "—to be so umted as not to
be separable. Things which possess this property are called
wRs—e. g. &gs with respect to W, they are the snaregm-
% of 2, while the latter is sM9¥qa-%¥ of the former, in
other words, one rests indissolubly in the other The
Buddhiet word for awania®R® is © uREER® > ( the same is the
word of the Vedantin ), and the Jaina calls it ©9Rumw=Rw.
@™ [omiaE—when the threads are arranged as warp and woof.
GIREANEEL. ete, T-gA9I 18 something distinct from the threads
and yet makes them into one 92, The dgs being the
GRS, the TgaA is the FEwARERY, ( HH YRR GHYaS
gid #ol—See Tarkasarmgraha and Dipika ) The weaver
snd his weaving machine are the RfFTERm, snen gardh &e—
e is the Twaf@®w W of its qualities, viz., 8@ ete. amwwm g4kt
is their SIEAANRFI® and &% 97 ete are their RiATERY,

491 995 etc *—The Buddhist, unlike the Vaig'esika, does
not hold the doctrine of the three kinds of causes. According
to him, there 1s one stream of consciousness, or rather series
of consciousnesses ( fyadalk ), due to a group of antecedents
which we call a cause, e. g. @ 9= etc. of gafm
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R &e—aRaRaaimtoen fad:—The ssme-sf@-is the
word used in the Vai¢’. sutras. Pafijika points out that it is
an intransitive participle ( sR=f @: (read @ for @) sfR: wwF:
FAR e )

gt 9 ( Pagjika) & = 5§ 9 =ei=not W&l &, but ® 4
w4 9 1. . not the &% or nature of W but = itself.

airaed—{ Read amwa for Wmwa  which is an obvious
misprint ) AaEI=2tE{@-Pagjikd shows how it comes to
mean that.

fufFd &e~Two ways of explaining frww, sfEwA=sfites
( Pasijikd ),

i sgmmf ( Vrtti P. 22, 1. 2. ).—of all the nine sfRgdms
enumerated above ( N, Pr. P. 2, 11, 14. 17 ).

gt s ( Vit P, 22,1 3 ).

THEENUERgat— ] he manner in which the s arise ia of
three kinds: (1) ¢ shwemSusmes ’ in the case of the first
five, namely, SEHEE, JgAMEGE, STWAeE, Swes and HaEReE;
{2)‘ sfdwrgarE¥sa ’ in the case of the next thres, namely
anRiEfRem, @ReRd® and emdw; and (8) Grmewera:’ in
the case of the last viz sf@=dam,

In the case of the first five, the #1gaM is precluded by & ete;

P.2211.7.14. in the case of the next three, itis impossible to convince

qiET
P.54b

m- q'

P. 3,1 8.

the opponent so long as he does not agree to the e &c;
in the case’of thelast it is no use embarking upon an sgum
to prove what is already accepted by the other party (Raaam),
For the last note vide the text of the N. Pr—" ( P. 3,1 6.)
TG and the note thereon.

The anthor next comes to the important topic of Immmas—
i. e Fallacies of the Reason (23 ) or the Middle Term. These
are primarily three (1) stz ( 2 ) sivwas and (3) frs.

to P.5,1.19. The first (R ) is subdivided into four- (1) Wi,

(2) sraauis, (3) §Rkwarids, and (4) svwanida
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The second (=*ufas) is subdivided into siz: (5) ammw,
(6) wmvarw, (7) sudmyasRiiugsnd, (8) MAEmRTIR gwwEad,
(9) sweErma end (10) RrgeaRmEr.

" The third ( freg ) is subdivided mto four: (1) wiEEIRwNEMT,
(2) rifRnAaEN, (3) afrasdtadaarnd, and (4) sHRIGES
A

These fourteen Fallacies of the 8 may now be explained and
illustrated:

( 1) swnRg—TUntrue according to both the parties. Thus,
for example, n TRIsHE: FyTa, (=Sound is noneternal,
because 1t is visible ) the 29 is unaceeptable as a predicate of the
subject to both the parties,

( 2) swamufg—Untrue according to either. For example, in
the argument @=%: Atw: FTRAR, the Tg—FTEA—1s not predicable
of the subject—%=—according to the Mimamsakas and
Samkhyas, who think that &% can be produced or menifested
( afiea ) but not onginated ( 3@ ),

( 8 ) dxraifz-0f doubtful existence. For example, if there is
a possibility of mist being mistaken for smoke, the ¥g-amoke—
ag predicate of the subject will be regarded as doubtful,

(4) emrnReE-Whose s-the abode, the subject—is unreal, For
example, in SR %57 TR the Buddhist may well object
to the subject-=®x-which, according to him, has no reslity at
all, it bemng a pure negation.

There are six kinds of e*®*aF or Inconclusive Hetn =—

(5) siwmfxi®: @MRw -Inconclusive, because common, that is
favourable not only to the desired conclusion but also to its
opposite. For example, in 7=%: . SEEm-the ¥ viz Sga-
(the quality of being the object of right knowledge) is common
(¥ar@) to & end to &7 things, and is consequently
inconclusive, for we are in doubt whether w=aa shuarz=:
Sed" or SIETRAd, SRRrEregR: f:

(6) smias: emmrw ~Inconclusive, because peculiar. For
example, T3 f7F: WEEI , the }7-*0ava~is peculiar to, that is to
say, confined to the subject 2=, being not found in any
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other thing either et or #tf#@, It is of the essence of Inference
that there should be agreed cases of similarity and dissimilarity
from which you can generalize and apply the generalization to
the case 10 hand. The g being confined to the %, there is
no basis for the generalization. How such a 7 is inconclusive
1s indicated in the text as follows: * afe andauerart smraEm
RenfraRFiws e, Ga9ed: "1, e, except in @, ¥R
is found neither in s things nor in @t things, end since
all things are either 7 or @& and there is no third kind
of things from which you can generalize for the purpose of your

inference, the result is that you find yourself in the morass of
doubt

(7) wgsenffngendt W@ -Residing in  some like
instances, but also in af unlike instances. Example i—z=%:
FeEas AwaEd, ( Note sadia-alms=that which cannot be
produced without a volitional effort; hence, manufactured, made;
agEraGat=the opposite of this, that is, that which can exist
without any volitional effort on our part, as for example, a
hightning, ether or space). Thus the two terms will mean
(@) naturally existing and (b) coming into existence, and
artificially made or manufactured). In this example, the &, viz.,
7% being AtseeF@® ( natural ), g (lightning), s (space)
etc are its @u&s. In some of these e. g. in the g the -
s resides, but not in all; for example, it does not reside in
s which 15 not @9 but @, Thus the 39 is @v@=aa.
Tt 1s also f@wead. Thus:—In the given inllustration.
The q9-3=%-being &A% [ Read in P 4 1 6
sggEraaas  instead of swEERRigE: ], = etc. which are
saenaaa® are @uEs, and WA is found in all of them.
Thus, sfa@™ belongs to {7 which is srsmew=adas and also to
42 which 18 Se=ad9®, and is therefore inconclusive, You
are mnot sure-" & TR SUEERREE. WK SRRy
EiRERERsIeAwws “~From the mere fact that = is
#tfi@ you cannot conclude definitely whether it is natural
{ stsEm-ada® ) or made ( STAFRRIGTE )

(8) FeErRwafy: wugendt shwtam:  This is the converse of No. 7.
- Residing in ‘some  unlike instances, but also in all
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like instances. In the example—3 SAFMRGIR: SAAM,
‘ gqeTAdE aee:’ is the 9, ¥ ete. are the @wHs,
and they are all af@. Thus, the Y- wEmE—is e,
Itis also fm@wag®. Thusi—the @vas of the & are fAgd,
T ete. some of which e. g. @@, possess Aifere which others do
not e g @%@, So from the fact that =% is e you can
not conclude either way, whether it is S&EawaE ( the
result of a volitional effort; hence, made) or SASIARNIFH
( the opposite ), examples of both kinds being found, such as
9z and R respectively. The ¥ 1s, therefore, sihi-s.

(9) eauedissadia el-mfaEi--Residing only in a portion of the
*guets and of the fgs. In the example, 7= fwr: s, Fr a=:
is the 94, anFm, @Ay ete. are the guefs, of which some possess
a5 and some do not; for instance, #m%® does and Y does not
(of “ o ot gfi: N.B.T, also as defined in the Br. Nyaya
‘BranazeT gagead, '~and TG 18 a fFEEe)  Agam, with T 9%
as U8, 92 @ etc are the fues, of which some are #9d while
others are not; for instance, g4 is &J and %2 is not. Thus, in
the present example T=3 fer. #SE, the 37 15 SwEgwRTa It
( #93@ ).sometimes goes with e and sometimes with aifwaa,

and is consequently inconclusive.

(10) framafad s#is —That which has an  invariablg
contradictory, that 1s to say, ‘a non-erroneous contradiction s
(Dr. 8. Vidysbhiisana) 'Llis arises ¢ when a thesis and 1ts con-
tradictory are both supported by what ap; ear to be valid reasons

( Vidyabbusana ), what in Kantian terminology would be
called ¢ antinomic reason’ (Dr. Randle). The word is explained

in two ways by  Dharmottara n the N.B. Tika-
(1) Yormaiise g am =Rl @ Ao o (2) 9’ g
el arRREE T REEMAEEh S W AR
izl i e (1) sl of Aeg—which invariably proves
the opposite of what is proved by snother &W,; (2) fR=.
which 15 at the same time e=afi={i; i e. that which is opposed to
another ¥3-mm =8 much as it proves its contradictory, and
is at the same time invariably accompanied by its own amey,
that 18 to say, which is good in itself, =0 far as its own
=i 1s concerned. In the example % @ifi: T weRw,
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Ford 18 FRER of =¥, but it is opposed to (4w )or
contradicted by &=z: fig: Wi, gegea . The two s
taken together cause doubt, snd are, therefore, inconclusive.

( e waeRgena gadanRsesas: egraad N, Pr.P, 5. 1L 2-3)-
There are four kinds of fiwg or Contradictory Hetu —

(11) wieeTmiqas—that which proves the very opposite of
the intended w (@), For example, in 755 fad: Foead,
the ¥g-Far@-proves the very opposite of g, that is,
aivicrd, since it resides in fugs~=ifer things—oniy.

(12) =ifRufeda@am—which proves the opposite of the
particular s which it is intended to prove. Example:—
Y. T4z FAE, IR AR9eT, i e, the eye and other
organs exist for something beyond themselves ins.much
as they are things possessed of orderly arrangement in theil
constitition, e. g. a bed, a seat etc. which exist for somebody
other than themselves. Here the gg—dva—while
proving that there 1s something beycnd the senses, proves
also that that something—viz,, am®i—which the Samkhya
desires to prove is for the same reason dga--that is possessed of
an orgamsed body, a position which the Samkhya 1s not
prepared to hold. The 3§ here—3mi@ard—proves the reverse
of what is intended to be proved, viz,~¥%a instead of ewEm
AT,

(18 ) sffereafuiiaaraa——~That which proves the opposite of
the =i itgelf—that is the 957 or major term. For examples
inwE agd[ord ®§, or AW ] UHEYGTIM or WRHAY = AEWL
amFaERGad,, theraed, and JUeRg @ ere such ¥gs. For,
according to the Vais'esikas, &5 have either no constituent
#3s, for example, 3@, or are made up of more than one
constituent %4, for example, %2; but there is no & which is
made of a single constituent &1, But Wa-~Being—~{( the agm@m=

or the highest universal to which generalisation can be carried)
may contan a single &4, for example, smwr.  Consequeatly it

(¥) cannot be a 4. Similarly, it may be argued that ¥4 18 not
a FHL or a I, because it itself resides in #as and s ( TG
ae, ) whereas #4, and IW do not reside in other s or
gug  Thus, the Vaig’esika proves that ¥m= ( the highest am=y,
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also called @en ) is something other than 57, 7% and #8, But this
argument is vitiated by afi@Enduiaan i&c hetvabhass, says
the Buddhist For, the same 2g-TEs4a<q and YHAYG A~
wonld prove swiad as well, ¥ beidg sometimes U®FHAL
(e g werawuaE belonging to sm®mr ), and resident in s
and T, ( e. g. ® wra, 7o wE. ) Thus, these ¥Js may
prove that 14 is sWd-~the very opposite of uf( # yeEq.

grIRReaT—as in the case with lower @¥wgs such as 741,
72 ete.

(14) sfifRnfedcamea—That which proves the opposite of
the particular kind of @& which it is intended to prove,
In the example given above the 33s may prove not only that ¥
(the highest =) is not a &7 or a I or a %, but also that it is
srgeaea® like a1 that which causes the idea of non-existence.

gefEateRd &e—That % is not orginated but only mani-

P. 23, 1. 7. fested by the vocal organ is preminently a doctrine of the

»1 9
1. 18.
»1 19,

P, 56. b.

Mimamsa school. The Samkhya endorses it as a
JEAR: &e.—Column of dust mistaken for smoke.

Read “ Rauammaraaiid 91 sf # for “...m@w...”

qg gAM,..&e—The five nonentities which are but a name
(=gwrd ), a mere appearance ( &f&WE ), & mere assertion
( =fogmrt ), 2 mere convention ( sEWE ), & mere imagination
(#zwmar ) are (1) Past Time, (2) Future Time, (3) Conscious
destraction, ( 4) Akas'a ( Space ) and (5 ) Pudgala ( self or
individual ) SEWER=TEACE, SREEEEETTEY, ( FOSERR ),
dfmrm=Fazwed, ( opposed to WL See Suzakis “ Qutlines
of Mahayana Buddhism” ); uaEm=— SaamrtR R,
ﬁ:}fw@, sfderie: fge B, §rIdr=—Pafijika
sgriffenamd &c—The reason is given why the Buddhist
regards time past, time future etc-as nonentities.

o GegHis ete  For Bar G read ¢ Famdy sy » Hera

and in the next few hwes is discussed the question why sfy.
enfda—deliberate and conscious destruction such asythst
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brought about by the stroke of a hammer appliedtoa jar—is a
nonentity. Thelogical method here employed isthat of a dilemma
Is the @™ one with the =2 or distinct from it ? and so on; what
18its relation to 92 and so forth ( see Panijika P. 50 b, 57.a).
The Buddhist position is thus summed up in the Pagjika :~
“ qaf-d IR, @ EeaaegdEERal Wk 9 ga gel
TERAIE | A S | GaR-Rde @ SRREATEm  SeEEs T
TEIFAAES OFA EUMHI SR A (RrawmRgdl | ooy 9 amEne
wERiFam: PR @y e o @oEdsdaaas saefsie 17
The Buddhist is a believer in @m as an essential nature of
things, which is not produced or originated but simply occurs -
every moment THR or space, according to him, is nothing
but light and darkness, and hence not a separate entity
( aEEEeEE GR d: )-E SEhEReed  aerao
@@% 1 And the reason given is lack of si~either S or g
9%@ otherwise called siem=self is also nothing but &% and
its effects, running as a stream of consciousness which by 1ts
very nature is not abiding but changing ( FerTMETFETIG-
dOMEY T 4 § TRARAI [ arids. HERa ).

91 8.9 % § A &c—Here are two more varieties of snga. Why
. 93,1, 22 are they not mentioned ? They are (1) sREdwwRE
and ( 2) s=reERE.  An example of (1)—a=: et s~
Here the 23 is part of the =ik@i-being the predicate in the
proposition. An example of (2):—wa: @Agm:  @uE—
Here the Zg-&md-although it is found in some trees is
not found in all: a8 CEB=EEn @ A fE | AR o g5
W e SRuEEEETE  ( FdErTT=e ), g aEat-
Pafijika. Answer: Both of these can be included, says the
Acirys, in SWaRi@.  As to the first, both parties are agreed
that @@, being part ( predicate—ara ) of the R, is yet to
be proved; consequently when the same is made the ¥, it is

an unproved ¥. { TRmirenReEm 3JWN RWy TR:—Pasjika
P. 57a). As regards the second also, both parties are agreed
that @ does not belong to all trees but only to some. Pagjika
in explaining the word sz, says ‘98’ is nnderstood: T2
ST SGaL,
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#q1. 9. 3. ¥@aq ete.  Objection to the answer given above. If you are

P.24,1.1 prepared to include these twe mm S¥niR@, why not include
giFig and emaaig also in the other two, viz, S¥wWfez snd

a1 § g. swauws? For, all sifEs must be either one or the other of

P. 24,1, 8. these. Moreover, such an opimon is actually held by some
who say: “ AUERT FA gAEITRE T

W7 9.9 uRaRe-Petijika explains' aRsRitRoeniiE; 30 w%ed @iRRE

P 24,1. 4 Here ==&y and g are features which require to be
emphasised and consequently the ¥a™@s which  they
characterize, viz., @nsgIGE and ¥EMTE are  separately
mentioned and not included in the other two.

. 9. 9. m T &e. ——Paﬂjlka exp]ams EEEEEERl g, T

P 24,1 6 9 SAEAER @ UHEaE ; argaseenss: (P57 b) Wm%’%r
(Panj, P. 58 a, 1 1) is a mmsprint for SRR (see Vrtta

‘ P.241 8).

1. 8 9. gadgal 1—This gives the reason why 1t 15 called ‘ @amo .

P.2411,9-10

1. 9. 9. Read :—engiRagiaer | @i 5ot 958 | METEER | (ET Wk |

P. 24.1. 11.

.12  @w=i-—The reading of the Vriti is @mmu sHw@NS™: without
wg: before sAa@®™. Therefore it is taken as understood.

118 =@ =g @xaeg: The question discussed is whether a GMRURERTE
is&mwdg It 1s argued that 1t is not, because even before the
¥ 18 put forward there was ¥=@ when the SR was stated
( TESESFEERE ST TR A, ).

1. % g, Fors®! Pafijkd reads @ ( =@ )=Some one objects.
P.2411.18,21

qfswr  For azmear’ it reads a@@er = ( wxRrEed ). -

P.58a

qid@t  wemere-lt will be noticed that there are two @a¥s—one

P 58b implied in the =R&, what may be called 7@%3g, and the other
resulting from the siawias armw 3Fm@, It is the latter that
we here mean.

. 21-24. &R & Objection —33 is put forward only when &3¢ is there.

Answer : No ; 9fati does not always imply 38, In the case of
8 .
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waigA, the W™ is employed to convince others, although

the person who employs it has not himself the least doubt
( %32 ) 1n the matter.

w47 9 . fa—sreg@anfy and da@aat ( Paijikd p. 58b ).

P 24.1 23.

ECT
P 58 b

%3 #aigg=ay  &e~—It is proposed to cite WEE as a T
( @aeteera ), in which case their will be no smiaw FEmm.
@< &e —Ths 1llustration is given by the Mimameakas The
author of the Paiijikd says that there are several schools of
Mimamsakas, of whom some believe in 2 @A called T=E,
while others do not. Read srndsiasd for amraiagamnsd.

& ¥ w=2fd &e—~When you see one cow you recall to your
mind another you have seen before, and as a result of
comparison and co-ordination you get the idee of the cow
nature { @A ). It is not so, however, with @==; for, when
you hear one #% and then another, you do not compare and
co-ordinate, but you contrast and distingnish them (@&ist 7=z,
Juais7d, ete. ). Hence there is no sach @mFI as 7=d,
the #=%@ bemng merely the 9% or ®@& of =g ( ¥EWFANY
4 FEEARIAERAINTE, ete.) Thus, thé Fg—mua—belongs only
to the et (gga¥ar ), and the other two, ‘®W's—dug &9, and
fugsatan are wanting. The example given by Dharmakirh
is “ 941 9ead Ha=sir gogaTa ' and the sawe 1s explained as
follows: AR ORAFNCHFAAWET URRARA 37 SioiGaod ¢ SO
gReTa=Yanal addaTE | MEmIRE INEET | Snrees OwEed ql
g wRdREEmet 3 AR 1 aemiElaseiEaRdl Sg-  gRAE-
FARAEE QACIEIIINANAS. | 7 gy | UEIiEg | i SR aE s
ARG TR | GRS AR a3 aaega=ugdl
TSI RATTEE, | & TiEgeieEa aegienEas - ~N.B N. Pari.
I See also_the Commentary thereon Taking s15%F as the
3g the NyZyamuktivall illustiates s@mamw SlqEIGT by sisRisie
zeze, and adds by way of a note ™ 7=1 sigsiwaEty wreas Suad
B1a@ T FMTE GEaaa T TSl aTTMIME Y 951 g sessiaca-
fagegt aeed | §5 g ¥M 99 s3iaad g @Ewa u’ Other
Mimamsakas, hke the Naiyayikas, hold that 955 s 9 g an?
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not a mere ¥ or ¥’ of &2, Thus, having an existence of its
own it can very well be cited as 8 995, Therefore the illustra-
tion in the text must be understood to have been given
with the tenet of the first school in view.

w
T N, § IR dg397 &e.—Observation ie necessary for generalization,
P. 251 12. As the ¥g wavd is confined to the 3& you cannot find it in
any 99§ or f9g and consequently you remamn in doubt.
(afz Franfaenat =moaR Aokl aaEwEy Gaae:
N. Praves’a P. 3, 1. 22, P. 411 1-2.)

g, ¥, §. auasgarnen—Here begins the section on asgRimatiagsadt

P. 25,1, 15 Read esgmmsatias: TRisFa@m as in the text of the N. Pr.
toP. 26,1 2. p. 4,11 4-5.

In P. 25 1] 20-21-—read ssriaadas: $154: 21 98- | 9 QEZSE!-
FrnRagddea: @41 qga: 1 In P. 25, L 22. read 9&. | s/@
wafeemE-—The author explains how w@M#if<® arises in the
case in hand.

a1 § 9. @R weend.  Here beging the gsection on the fourth
P 26, 11, 2-8 variety of staifas.

In ll. 4-5 read ven: 1 1w

T 9. 7. IFuEHo—Section on the fifth variety of eWmi<s, Inll, 12
P 261).8-14. read g | &1,

L K. . I —For fudsiegie: augaandt is the converse of Fuereiaai®:
P. 26, 1. 8, faug=ard,

The illustration in = 5. is fer: Te: sy 1 F[e: ggisena.
gawnenf: sagi-—Here arises the question® Does the Buddhist
agree that a weng is Ay ?  The Panijika notes this difficulty.

URFI.  AgTcEgIRAY 91§ —See N. B T.

P. 59b. wmogt g sfogu dsmantmaet sameaniReatmicaan, &e.—Buddhist
view of the nature of wwiis, The illustration in the Text
and the Vriti. is based unpon the Vais'esika view of wam
This oversight on the part of the Buddhist suthoris very
significant. It points to the fact that his logic has grown
out of that of the Brahmana schools,
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wq1. 9. 9. [eemafmt—This is the sixth and last variety of eiden&ms.
P. 26, 1. 15.
to
P. 271 8.

P. 26 1. 16, sw=ra & auifyad ete, auit=fiey:; sRetH=rival £3.

" 117. @ &e—One should clear the way by disproving the
skiErg e, g, o of @ in the illustration ( see N. Pr.
P. 5,1 1). 3 § &c.~The author of the Vrtti rejects the way in
which older commentators or logicians dissolved the compound.
To say “ RreaEm=riwat I ” involves a contradiction in
terms (F0um), for, how can that which is [3%a: be seafia1l unless
you hold that one and the same 8¢ may have different aspects-
This would be accepting the  sW®wag * (the doctrine of many
aspects) of the Jainas! (°arm=gamcm 1. 19, 20). The
author of the Vrtti is here only repeating the view of older
Buddhist commentators regarding the nature of the compound

fagg=ivard ; for, as a Jaina he could have mo objection to

-

e SHETR.
qiZimt  Read in the third line from the bottom of P. 59 w&-instead of &7
P.59 b &g Segws@nt...... 4@k, The term and its appheation explained,

to 60 & ST BAU,.....AEHHA defined elsewhere: ¢ qER il
SEEELLICER I LT R C A B (A
qiy®wr A9 ai edish ¥g :—Every & proves its own conclusion, it does
P. 60 a. not disprove that of its rival. Consequently, every 27 would be
fAegreanan. | This is a serions objection. -Answer . He who
wantg to prove sifir of @5 should first clear the way by
disproving e, and vice versa. (Resd wm S ARGHs-
gRAT: )
,P 60 ab ax afms ard—The Buddhist’s criticism of @@ by means of a
’ dilemma  fEEFRTE gl"'ﬁimﬂ ... The portion giving a
sinlar dilemma against @R is miseing in the ms of the

Pafijika. As d Jaina, who is sF@=masL, the writer had both
the I Fs—against @ and s @E-at hand.

#qT. 4. 9. oo @5k &eo—The first argoment is urged by the

P. 26. - Vais'esike, without disposing of the second which is maintaineq
1, 22-25. by the Mimamsaka,
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P. 27, 11.1-4 sw: swidgea &e. The two s pointing to two contradictory

1. 9. .
P. 27.
. 4-11,

»l 7.

ART
P. 60. b

s create 939,

1% gaeEl: &e.—The point which here arises and which is dealt
with to some extent in the text of the N.Pr also is this.
Do the two s together make this &, or each separately ?
In the former case, =A@ of this 3@ has been already
shown to be a case of sr@mRw F@wa@ (see supra ). In the

latter case, each is valid in itself, and there would seem
to be no FaMIE,

aA=4d—-We hold the first alternative, and repudiate the
view that in that case it is nothing but smRwW. Tlhe two
srarar and @i, thus differ from each other—* G#:
HEEE: @Iy wWewEndl  (or Cei=aNgmi)  Aeaimi
(Vrtti P. 271, 9.) i. e. sr@arw belongs 10 a single proposition;
{qeamafiiiid. is contamed in two propositions taken together.

aE=Id &e.~-Pafijika explains :—This =rmE hke the sFaaufig
( see above ) arises with reference to the person involved
in the debate. The Vadin has to establish his own thesis
and criticise the antithesis. (In 1 10 from the bottom, read:
wa9+° ) qi<h 99961 g2 &e—-The first proposition need mnot
be definitely known as vitiated by the T@w@. The parallel
cited is that of @wfiw™ ( difference of opinion or doubt)
arising from the knowledge of mere @ without the R,
(In L 7 from the bottom for saR¥mENNSH read fAxEEARmIRTISH.)

Dharmakirti omits feaen@aiRa from his list I quote below
the passage giving his reasons together with the commentary
of Dharmottara thereon: {AtE=¥=RN drRges. | 9g Tdy f-
TR FrRge | Faaias % gam sl @ Ak
I o e e Riee e A, SeIRAR | e
RERE (TersatiEn | 9QH ) S eaho | 9 58 SO | 997 {98 a9, |

TR | ergmAGysdaaa, | ogae AeT  SaoieE SRSy, « g9y
UAE TR AisguAE [eg. | SR SROegAEeEE: | aeee-
AR | afe, SR @ ReeriddE | R R i sel

B G g Rl a6 Sk s 9 9 G mmfigay

Ve
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TH L oA 9 T | IETCREWE | SETEEW (@r ) A R
TSRy o EWHAGeEVEIGIe e 9 fiwa: W 9 i ae
dudisha Reearm: | 38 9 @EE GIRTEEIRRREEIRING | SN
PRGN aea], | @IS 9 Q9Gd IEE ) T 99 @9H: §
FEURABRN ST 9 @R aR@w W 39 B w1 sigesRy e
US| CHIGIEEAEIErTETE, | e EaTdEEIE AR
T | R | QRIS ARSI | A ISl 1 | S Qe
SR . | 919 U a9 3qAE 1 & aff TRy 2ge: §E |
TARTRAFASOAIANAgARAINT  aaf=Rg  [Aeemyimd aue-
9 I |

Note the two ways of dissolving the compounds ¢ fegraiiar’
given by Dharmottara, and recall the discussion in the Pafijika
noted above. Dharmakirti’s reason for rejecting fiearmafimiita
is that 1t does not fulfil the three conditions (%% ) of a 3 and
cannot therefore enter its claim to be considered as a 3g—in
other words, such a &g cannot be even so much ss used in an
s, A 3, again, is a §RTHRE, a TG or an FTTHARY; but &
29 which is 132 can be none of these, Thus, the 3@ under
consideration has not even the look of a ¥ (3w ).

But a au«ai¥ called @waeaff=t has been mentioned ( by s
g, says Dharmottara ) How is that 7 Dharmakirti’s
answer is that it has been mentioned as arising where the sigR™
has for its basis not facts (g&as ), but the word of a master
(ewm ). And after mentioning how the m&FRs sometimes go
wrong he adds that thereby arises a possibility of Rzrn%mRa
which, to repeat, has no place in a &GS wgAE, but sFmERE
srga, Dharmekirti then gives an illustration ( presumably
that given by onme whom Dharmottara has 1dentified above
with &= Bz) which runs as follows : ‘sz | FTERTERT:
SGEAPTRENIRIGEY q@ad IRl AREEEY qasaEiay waaky-
fRmTRAFER | SeaPTE Mg edRiEaETe 1 af 9 a3
ARG @ R AR TGN | versus BINST 59 agae.
Rasguad aNewR A awifE | o SRRiTm w2 ) ey A
Ryegumy e SRIaUSta | with the result that mgnamnﬁm;
RS TR AR 939 UG, |



63 .
Jncidentally this passage has a bearing on the problem of the
authorship of the Nyayapraves’s which we may briefly indicate.
First, if Dharmottara’s word is to be accepted, and there is no
reason why it should not be, we may well hold that the view
which Dharmakirti is controverting is Dinpaga’s. Secondly,
since Dharmakirti is not disposed to include Fre@af=fE, in
his list, and only excuses its mention by Diinaga in the
particular context in which it occurs ( see below ), the illustra-
tion which he eventually gives may also be supposed to bave
been not originally his own but cited from some work of
Dinndga’s Thirdly, it is certain that that work is not the Nyaya-
praves’a, whoever be the author of the latter. For, the
Ulustration given in the NyZyapraves's is different (i: 7=

HEIEN, versus 3iid: T55: FGHAM ), moreover, the treatment of
faegreatiaiit in the work referred to seems to have been in the
course of“ thoughts ’ arising in connection with * smaan sigam ’

(FIFREAEGAAHIRT Gaiag REEEaiET QR 9% ), whick 1s

not the case with the passage on fA%a=aiw=IRT occurring in the

Nyayapraves's.

The illustration given by Dharmakirti has also a bearng on
the relative dates of Pras’astapada and Dinnaga In regard to
that 1ilustration Dharmottara remarks: “ &g M= Fmgaziom
SR wais ey | gOUE 9 . & §aERY anaiE gaEn | 9 Sa
FURRCIT gAY ARG T SY GMFY kg |iafig smnikegeerag 1
Then, lower down he introduces the latter half of the illustra.
tion with the words * Ystriw gggwi. > The illustration rung
as follows: Tiaish SR AgueiSaeguEns SRGESY 9 auaild | aqar
iz, [FEaEl w2 1 A JESesTE 9WF aTaeiat Now,
recall the words of Pras’astapdda in the paragraph on @my
where he says*  qEgIRissREmN SERNRE W anoEesTRTaR
FroRmElifemE afredat | wes 9 elFeaaEsTnaEsy
zmig 7 This parallel can lead to but one of these two conj
‘clusions, viz, either Dinndga from whom Dharmakiry ig
quoting the 1llustration took it from Pras’astapada eor from
some earhier writer of the Vams‘esika school from swhom Prayasta-
" pada also borrowed his account of samE, or, of Prog/astapada is
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SAGGaF may refer to T2 or XEAWEM, and since in the
present case We may take it as referring to the latter samawl-
TFFId= JAARGOgFaEsaEad,  This interpretation is supported,
says the author of fhe Panjikd, by precedents (Zarisdiand
SNEATE ) 4. €. as a FIRg—Pafijika ).

TgwH ete %A is a good ¥ to prove I,

#e—An objection is raised : According to the Mimamsaka,
who holds that =% is f"®, not Ta®@ but =fsyiw belongs to
7%, and thus the 33 fails to fulfil the condition of weradd,
which means that it is an =i%% and not a @&z gara.

s=ad—Answer : It is not a rule that the 4%3 must bea
979, and that when the %3 is not so it must be 3@ ( Read
agEasiaad p. 61, 1. 11). For, such a restriction is not accepted

by Acarya. Take, for example, the case in hand. ( s==ie-
AT | ARFAREIE, ).

9afagm %49 ete. Question: Under the circumstances mentioned
above, is not A& a case of =@ FFWE ¢ Answer : No; &
definitely proves the opposite ( fuda@asam R@:—Read &R:
instead of 21fa: as printed in 1. 1 of p. 28. ), and consequently
itis not @@, The ¥ is here put forward as fwa=ms.
If the kind of #f&f& which is to be found m &%= 18 enough to
make the latter & S, sw=as too would be &fig, because
in the llustration of the aFi~<® @@ one can easily show

that s 18 &% as 2 88 of M@ In fact, this is teking s
in the widest sense of ganTE.

% gade ete.~—-Second kind of fEwe-— auammuzy: wwEEN
AR, ~~18 an argument of the Samkhya to prove the
existence of smwL. But the ¥g--dImmart-would mot stop
there. It would also prove that the ulterior something--snaa—
was a §9 { ¢ an organised being, which is contrary to the
Samkhya doctrine about the nature of s, . (FAFERTERIGENS).
Cf. <umavdend BanRReinsieam | geishe WaEe, e
w3« Samkhya Karika
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of. TITTRGEENIEY: GO, TNTAN, YIAGAAFRTV GG THITATATN
ForHIEa: OF QU [ Ui | dond AERNRN e i
drarmda gEed gy 9 (&l g, 145 ) Aaatyl egmeReanegia
4 TREIENTE, SFRAEATART: 38 | | WRAT-g9AgaEy: aundn:
dEaadivdl T, @ @ETEsIETERT SR gl , e duIeaEd 9
TS I | g elig SRR 1 AR 1 anaE-
43 ¥ qenl e i daaradan Atean, OF 99 SeEage &, |
4 RATI T TATHATET I FeIAMNGIETIQN a = T SARNICTAN
A N g | TR IRIGMEMEEIE | SRR aani e

FAGIARRAGT | SYTNRA AT RS BITAe —Samkhya T.

Kaumudi., Cf wc@cigaeandEemy w@ deasitea Yogas
Sutra IV. 24. w4l gfe: dgemRera-11. 20 Yoga.-Bhasya.

TR NS BT FR1 e el davaiesgAndaa | na
QI WATAERGD | S SR e aigan | kea Ui &
HgaAIS = | oRgihe 9 9a0%: gesq9t”  Kumdnla’s §°1 Vart
Anu vv 104 b 107a explained in the gloss as follows: ** swa-
ﬁﬁqamﬂm%lam | glEm SEEERe gt Qg s

2 Qv Jisdy T @ mmﬁrm | GO, SRS EHRATHTATEG: |
sm Al e o g TEaIRy SuRRERORIRRq divead o
g: YEARgeR. 5 @ TuUdAmN eaam’ﬁmmmﬁ A
TR (ST SR g S8R sifmmy sdmt amRssmegT-
Ao a1 qade fgni sddf | deoemeraERaEar, SEak-
REmasdsied @ A9 et a1 ReaRaeieidd--Parthas
sarathi. For a defence of the doctrine of #mwa and of one
of the arguments on which it is founded—gudrerEa: dwER
TR aA-—gee the Introdnctory portion of the Nyayavartika on

N S Il (Ben. edn p. p. 844-46), and the N, V. Tatparyatika.
s Rl &e.—Read suldiweuwew: The purpose of
the s1ga is to prove the existence of &nw™ as a principle
beyond &ma. If the argument can only prove a 33 AR, the
AT fails m 1ts purpose.

& gagal 1 &e.~-Definition of dama.

dSemanN=aaaa--What is  organised is composite. In

awed, W=, €597 in coppection with SRA=FEmNaERa;
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positively later than Difinage, the latter had before him rome
earlier work of the same school.

Another thing worthy of note is that the illustration of an
additional variety of ‘ &Rwmid’ discussed by Pras’astapada—
which corresponds to the ‘fS@mEasin’ of Dinndga, but is
not so named by him, as Dr. Randle supposes, but by his
commentator Sridhars, and which Pras’astapada introduces es
the view of 3 is different both from that which occurs in
the Nyayapravesa and that which Dharmakirti cites, presumably
from some work of Dinndga’s other than Ny&yapraves’s, as we
have seen above. Itruns as follows:—au TR A .-
PR 7= aW FeEEnetEd; a we: wedaw-
g (S'ridhara’s Nyayakandah p 241.) In discussing the
cleim of this to be regarded as an additional variety of @fRwanda
Prasastapada pomnts out the possbility of constroing it as
a case of o/ERY, what the author calls ¢ sm=Eda’ ( amEFAERY
TEERTATIEET, | SeaaUERA | qaEHeed SR A .. e

..... R BRI IENT SIsRRURRIS I TRrRgER-
Ad.—Pras’astapdda p. 239.); or a8 a case of ‘snHaEIEq 558~

(“ errarengRaRTENATaERY § FRe €3 "—Pras’atapads. )-

Prasastapada’s illustration is evidently taken from an earher
Vag'esika work, and not from any work of Dimnaga’s; nor has

Dinnaga, from whose work Dharmakirti has probably borrowed

his illustration, taken it from Prasdstapada. Bothseem to have

different Vais'esika originals before them. [ Dharmottara’s

mention of %% and Y5 supphes two of the missing links after

Kanada and they are known in later books of the Vais'esika

system as formulators of the theories of 4igq® and (WwrE

regarding the action of heat on bodies and their particles. ]

To my mind R&aEaR=IRT as a special type of ¥an® does not
seem to have originated with Difnaga, asis clear not only from
the considerations set forth above but from the further fact that
it does not harmonise with the termimnology of the other varieties
of s~ mentioned by him, nor does it appear to be peculiap
either to the Brahmana or to the Buddhist school of Indian
logic. There are Buddhists who reject it, for example,



65

r

Dharmakirti; and there are Brahmanas who accept it, for
example, Kumarila and the ‘ #3@’ of Pras’astapada. That the
&i%q of Pras’astapada are not Buddhists is plamn not only from the
mild tone in which they are eriticised, but also from the remark
that the illustration of the proposed @™ can well be hrought
under the head of smmes (= sgwmaidea’ ) which 18 2 variety
of sRgnaea. Had the ‘®¥a’ been Buddhists Prasastapada
would not have called the proposition @wmiagE, which is
another word for sPgTTEE.

Kumarila admits §&@ea¥=iRa. but notes also the differences
of opmion which have prevsiled on this pomt Cf
“ aEEEl AIETET 919y | i, YAl Tis8) [SeseaivEnitar o
ARl At dgregW g9 | GORUEARY  §ue gremeEg )
Sl Vartika Anu. Par v 91a-92b. and the following gloss
thereon *—** RegefraEgaEty | 191 1 7700 saesaR, i ai
WaEIR = | anaAt ARl HiN SaReSTaROTt sTERaR 3o
Afq | AN § FIEERR  GuARUEEaNd  aERISaEERa | GIeni
fafsaEs SREIMEIRRIMRUERES | 9318 S8 | &Y g Soeamal-
i ¢ 99 magaa. © ggwaa—Parthasarathi.

+a1. 9. . (Gegag 7o —Here begins the section on R%&-~-with its four

27. 11 13. vaneties.

27.1. 16 Sgmon@R g a@w—The method generally adopted in the
text 1s first to name the divisions and afterwards to 1llustrate
them.

. [ SERdiI-~9919 is the Jaina word for =4,
wq. 9 Better read /% 1 3 33 for the sake of symmetry with what
" P.5.1. 7. follows.

+q1. 4. §. Read wrered e, and WS
P. 27.
1. 21, 22.
qiYET  Foraki W@AEEg: SUERRgEEGe #oeg 1-—For the distinetion
P.60 b between @ﬂlﬁgandéﬂﬁa‘g:seeN Bindu II 16-18, Bib ‘Buddh Ed,
P.61a Of the two €§s here mentioned Fa@IAEYUF is really both
e and #9Rg, but e which is a @wERg {or rather
the fi%g must be ° &anma ) of fawa being already mentioned,
sEFFIEAr may well be taken here as a #133g,

P.
P
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P. 28.1. 20. adweyRia—This seems to be in the Vritikara's text of the
N. Pr. after SWFEmaRHERE,

1. 9. §. F etc %% 18 defined as that which exists in {394 only. How
P. 23, does that general definition apply to the present case?
1. 20-22. Thus : the fveg of #dga W (@ATte he proved ) is dgw, end
d7iact certainly belongs to the latter. ( feg v wAm srbgawias-

&1 % wga-=sdga-aee &e. )

qra®T Wl etc —Explanation of aed. smatdar 3 gawmian (Pafijika)s
P. 61 b. bat it s evidently the subject of proof in the =W where
P.622. itis put forward. But the w4d and not st@mdd is proved
because ¢ TFAEARY 7 geAMSEERAGERFA A sfeg:’ The point
of the @M@ consists in this: ‘dgaw SATEEREWEST Qi
geenaargEn g’ ( Pafijika ). In Pefijika p. 62 L 3—supply
Hed before T,
9 § &c~~This is no doubt a better interpretation
of a1%.
w9y dewer P &e.—The definition applied: qu'aﬁﬁﬁwﬁm
qeEdadl e edegTe  fAwisteed aw AW aeee
( Paiijika ).
TERREH—g=the text of the N. Praves’a.

+q1. 9. 3. Next, we come to afmsuiaadd. a1 9 7 ete:—This is an
P.281 23. argument of the Vais’esikas.
to P. 31 1.2.

P. 21. 28. @ Rig=qt &c.—~The principles of the Vais'esika system here
to P 291. 8 summarised may be read in any manual of the system such

as aBeaE, gHEN &e.

iY@ @ (Vrtti p.291 8 ) 3 w¥g aw &c—The Pafijika here

P.62b gives a more detailed summary than that contained in the

toP. 67a Vrtti It is virtually a reproduction of paesages from the
Prasdstapada’s Bhasya of the Vais'esika System

+ql. §. 9. &4 7@ &e.~This is to show how & (the #EgmwmI=) is a

P. 29,1. 9. T outside the groups of 4, T and &, cf. *‘zeagTEdIsHiat
top. 30,1 6. @m” Vai§ Shtra. L ii. 8.
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(1) “= z=f wa:” 1 aan (called ‘¥’ in the text) is not a &4,
because it is wanting in the characteristic mark of a 3 which
is that it should be made of many %78 ( M#z=a ), or of no #5;
(=ze1@ ), but never of a single constituent #or ( U%Z7 ). Like
%59, @dl resides in each #9, and nothing which resides in a
single #51 can be a %% itself. But & does reside in each
single 59. Therefore, it cannot be a &4. According to the
Vais'esika a % is without a constituent #¥, or has many
constituent %48, but never a single (unitary) constituent =%;
for example, aFm, 1@, RY, Wi and WU are &7
devoid of constituent #57s, while bodies such as g39% (duads),
0% (triads), etc., are possessed of many constituent Zds—
viz. the parts of which they are composed. But the ag;
fulfils neither of the two conditions it is UF=ewsdh, that is, it
exists in a single &9—e. g Wi in & single cow—no less than
in mapy cows ; and it is, therefore, not a #=.

(2) “agwiwma:”t g (9@ )is not a . For, it resides in
a M. A U9 can never residein a 9, s being themselveg

~ ¢

(8) “a=md wa 1 gw (‘W )isnota %, For, it resides in a

<

F4, A %4 cannot reside in a %H, Fs being themselves e,

gwratmd.  This flnid conception of &mFa-fdR9 which was held
by the old Vaidesikas is endorsed among later writers by
Keéavamis'ra in his Tarkabhasa,

L o N

“ gy AR IR gemues ’—Vais", Sutra 1. 1. 3. “ &mei RS
QAT T | O T T | AR AT FREY | O gMRRY agise 5
g0 g | UEITEE W AgOgiaiRet.. WAl Sy
R/ G I RN Ny A R ZRRRaTTaned o
AR I A B AR | T T e ameaMng RRmeE | —
Upaskara on V. 8. L ii.-3. “ waeggsa Wgaa amm=mg1» V., 8. 1,
ii. 4. “mad TRl WE 9 gwme fRee 2=V, S. L i 5,
“ el e V.S, Ll 6. “ oo Al Fretmsgernsiy.
BT TSI FRERRRTRTARRE Y Upaskara, ibid. “ aRfy g}
wrpmg @ amt” V. 8. L il 7. “ summnadisaist am” V., S,
I il 8. %% g ©agwed: QEARR T AIGERSH AR T
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Y IS e

I B NEH WAl qod WG 941 92 =) 9 T 690 9 SRS
st FeiRAdacda g ESIfG | eedigdisAaMEl | AW =W@adn | a4l 4
SRR ATIRRAH A Sl $3e g, | 39 aalsaT Aead
AFYAREASIT | TN GG | 9 9 ATGETTT AT | HAHAGI |
EETE JUPE aal 94 &6 | SR ST RgueeAsNaTEl AR
7@ 0 Upaskara, ihd “wdg g wam s aan” V S I u 9
‘AR EAG TS A 91 O IRG A o g4 QU FHAM 41\ wEW { T A
T 90 49 FIIEREEEICe [Wwa wat 0 Upaskars, ihd, * e
dggaEa e ” VS I u 10, “aR e 4 a0 &4 @i &
GIAEARETEEY | |9 9 gl aRRn Zaieg S9eege 19 g i
| = U FH qi 2qiRgad 17 Upaskara, 1bid. )

“gErg GEd oW = AggRSIEERIg | & ) 99 agligegar | 9@
AYITRA ST FAIHT | FTAAIHAITIANT, §F AT Sl S
azlasgermia sad | ¥ P, Bhasya. -

“ g FEd WA 9 | SRR TR ARG CHgagEaeaETgT-
ATHIHT FARANGAIING FE TG ATTIF, L oo oo | T ST
FHITATIIERIAT | J97 FERARRY AHeHael SR e e ard
At A ST TG RERRRYY FrFiEs Re ekl eEEgt
Gl TIFIUREGHTI JOSERR O aui (e | gugesnds, @i
SRR | G 91 GMEAHE | 0 G e AEis. AggeaTacega
A R WA L., . | W g rari SRl St s
WEAfERaRErEFRAl FRmEER 1 7 P. Bhasya.

-

“qE aEEY 9 GE WISt RTEEIEE A | e ara e a T e
AIATIEL | STHEAHEY Soqa@iig | 0ae aRicatRy el @k | aulf |
goqe] w99 Y GOMMEE, SR, IERSEOERY, 9d.  TaaRd
amTEREY 51 U ZTEae SREIEeEaT, TRiEl TeEREd ) o
ATl TIY IOUNE WA geqEmEmEl SwieNd (939 | UF qunEagar
eyEics aRuE AedlEH 1 U 998 SHY SAAREad SR,
ARl SNSRI | O FACNGIREITEnGs  w9E, N 99 |
FIFAAISTFR . JOOY 99, IS99 1 9 59 g feuesaad:
CFEIAI, CHBRG, 25 QNIREiREY  Re@Ed | 391 U g %9y
5% oA 757 7 Wl fig R Rnean wuaa @ i st
B ezst ar o oMIEeT Al 3| amiey FAEd 9T R s,
qEIE: | FEFEY g GANFIGEEAr | QIR g 5O 9 W | sEsadr
AN FACAMHEANEH 2595 ) CF |4 q0: §T, TNEWAIT el afk ’
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ga a9 &3 A alg 97 ada | FRmAETET L 948 9 99 a0\ 81
- 373 S | @ A GO T, FHG AT TAEIA | 913 9 9% T4 @A an

F9g 990 | FerfamE SR 590 9 TAE WA | GFH TEI: | SR SRR

waln”  Manibhadra’s Com on Sad-Dars’~Sam. pp. 61-62.

“ & FAEIGE WY PTREGIRTIAERIE. ARFIAEEAN | @R 3
FdE Uil SAgRSGaRgadr HRGISY=aa | aaISqT SMrIgadEaaEn
EEEAGEN SR NENREHEAIY WMAERwE 4 EeEd 1 —
Gunparatna’s Com, on Sad-Dars’~Sam. p 276.

“quga WE. | GG e SREEE aaEms anesgEaeamed =90
a7 AFAART GZEA T EIAEERER | aTaEeT BIndReg R
AMERGAMEY g SUalE I o @[y | IgIAsE aw | AW
goral | WAERngG:  gRdERR | savgRAT  gWEial 2R
gEidratd R ibd. p. 277.

amrg-Generality—the principle of the co-ordination of indivi-
dusls under one'head One would suppose that the highest
point to which the generalization could be carried was ®EE
embracing all the 9as 1n one group. But this is not the Vais’.
view. Certain categories he sets aside as 1necapable of possess-
ing &A= in the real sense of the term—which, according to
him, belongs to only three categories, viz., 257, I7 and 4,

The Vais” ~Naiyayikas, therefore, distinguish i from =i,

(For this and #=%2 and @@vz Swids see Muktavali and
Nilakanth )

The bighest @74 he calls =%, also ¥@ ( of. Vais’, Sttra 1. 11
4, WAisgTeRA @@ 9rIEE ) which, be it noted, dces not mean
Existence simply, but Ezistence carried to the highest possible
point of generalization, which stops at the collective group
of &4, gm and ®%H, and cannot go beyond 1t  This @ is
otherwise called ‘#emmi=,’ (except when it 15 used in the
wider sense of the commonalty of all the seven gzids

because 1t is the highest @@ to which real generalization
can be carried. #=9@, 4N etc, are lower than this, but are
higher than %&i|, &9& etc., and are called 3lUw@wT=E  An
swEr= is not only a @Wr, but also 2 fRY--inssmuch as

i



3

j =

"

2 »
-
O

-
-

“qr. 9

72

it co-ordinates its individuals in a group and differentiates them
from those of other groups, and is, therefore, called amrafRzm.

. T TAEINSG dig mg—Just a8 you argue 7 =F WA CHETEL”

one can also argue t—"“ T WA @@ 9 WN (FRAEE FIEEL
It may be noted that the @ here (#a&) is not included
in the 9g; for, #59e is & TG (9 9 FIH WA TNHRLGAR, )
i, e SEEEA

TS A G, AL, mutahs mulandis.

g. arrigeeean—The general definition of %3 is FAuwenmny,  In

P.30,). 16 the w3mt ( P. 68 a ), for gaves read SMFIEIR WETHIAERS

g wee (SRR skites it gepe aada ) Beg wgaies
P. 682 amr=afdy. | oxa wagwe awa (Pafijika) s=o@ which is a @mFaERT

is watu, that is, -9, As the Panjikd sums up: “ wateg
T TFFIERTETERET JREAAIgIad ©F egweamn

AL Y. 9. GR-egeed WAy & It1s urged that the Buddhist does not
P. 80, 1l 17 beheve in #™ and therefore thisis a case of s1sAKE—a variety

-19.

qiHHT

of &1¥%3 and not &',
The Buddhist position is: AR FEFIEUEVGR@ENR TG

P. 68 b. w9 oewies Fa wrsia (Pafjika.)

3

%4 g &c —The Buddhist criticism of ¥ the form of a
dilemma: @aif wm@: &e. Is 99 existing (¥a) or not existing
(@) ? If the latter,itislike a3 and cannot impart existence
to any other thing such as &4, 4%, ¥ If the former, here is
another dilemma for you to answer. Isits own existence innate
or derived? If it be inpate, the existence of other things
such as &1 etc. may as well be supposed to be innate, and there
is no necessity for assuming = distinct reality called s which
imparts existence to all things. If it be derived from some
thing other than itself, the position will be one of
regressus ad infinitum. Moreover, there is mo ¥ to prove
its existence. Unless it 1s perceived as externalit cannot
be supposed to be an external reslity (sRmmame FRATETET
aararE: ). If it is internal hike 8@ &e. it reduces itself to mere
(i = IR 39 TERIiRy Sivraey saeff aeraganty A g safmem-
R wegg@iear ). There is, therefore, no such independent reality



p- 69a

. 9 .
P, 30,
1119-21.

P. 69 ab

. . .

73

like uriversal being (&n-amm ) distinet from the particulare,
Question : af¥ &g 7 ann ot AfGgEdy sovwew sRmid ai kG-
AT CHEER & it g1 There must be something objective to
account for the subjective feehng. Answer We do not deny
that there must be something objective to account for the subjec-
tive feeling.  What we say is that thet something 15 not snf¥
but 37, not the umversal but the particular. Question. How
isit that only certamn particulars give rise to the motion
of a certan R, and not all ? Answer: That difference
lies in the nature of things Certain drugs core a certam
disease, and npot anything and everything In the
same way certain particulars (3%s) give rise to a certam
notion of generality (3l FeumwRaRwEl TaEieN s1°38 e
g gheta W ).

aAr=gq \ @@gnad | The Siddhanun admits the force of the
criticism and explains that his example W@ ete. 18 intended to
illustrate f%& which 1s defined as ‘ EsgmEm * of WA although
the real existence is a dogwa of the non-Buddhist, and not
bis own. One and the same example can illustrate several
gis whose varieties it is intended to show. Therefore, it dose not
matter if the given illustration of i5%& 1s also one of @Ewias

This is explained 1n the Pafipka.

T AFASENE, JarEieE  @aa—According to us, Buddhusts
1t is no doubt a case of e, But 1t 18 given here
as an 1llustration of % from the standpoint of other
schools. Moreover, it 18 to be noted that from different stand-
points ore and the same example can illustrate different emras.

aE-Ta fMeewia: @89 &co—Read @ faggwm for wmmRewa: It

P. 30,1. 22is clearly explained in the Pafijika :——senieo=al 4k

qQIART
P. 69b

A AR (590.. S99 9EE | GEEY SanuasRan A sE;
TR Bl [SEeEa SN ete, qUIg—aiivey: SaE@E T2k Aisy

aaa {Ggregea- | for ZENGW: we may read WENITH ), qEISTH.
WITEE) 39T TRN-—AAISTNAEE Gea QW o] IsEiREan

1. 9. g, Gl | GIR-GEEN 3% TEy 99 s weRsen [ aw: ]

P. 30
1. 22-25
10

a1 FATEE 93d TSR A SgiasN. ot aaM:—If on the
strength of the example =29@ you urge that g will
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P70 a

+qt 9.

74

have to be regarded as wwr ( baked, manufactared by
heat ), which is absurd (fi%g), we shall meet that absurdity
by taking 92 as our example and thereby deduce wwaa, g
being not a baked article like %2 And so long asthe absur-
dity ( 30 ) is not so removed, we are prepared to regard the
case as one of ftani | FRAI-[ in the Pafijika for 084 read
FARM  as in the Vrtti ] sRwdi@laageraayes ma. 1 aaift—
[ Read @wiig for amiu-=ar, %, %, 1. 23 ] sifg: meg aismare [ Tke
text of the Vrtti is here corrupt or elliptical. Better read
saFad, for WHEAEE ] TAOER: 0. a6 SceswEl sag@liad-
PRI, aRgel 9 fRegal sivawr Sisgmeg wa—N. Pr.
Vr. 1l. 23-25. The Pafjika explains how the other example
~—that of 92 as against S=—removes the {Adg.—&d ¥
qivg Ad1 A aFad @Ed qFAd WA a9l 92 g 1 eRg @i 9
&gadis @k gd. ( Panjikd ). All this comes under the
¢ snifds * of the Brahmana Nyaya. ( See N. S Adh. V,I1.)

srmgat 9g aewir—The case under consideration, viz, 7 &4 #1q
UFEeqEsald, Rea@ad, however, differs from the case of w5y &%
%A, inasmuch as $A%A exists in 9FT a8 well as a9 things, -
whereas UFF=Taw 15 coufined to ¥/ -

NS e

. We next come to SRiRRENUIGEEH | 419 =99 is the TIdT; its A
. is @seasg@. The text of the N. Pr 1s clear. In the preceding

variety of {3%% viz witersRaaard the illustration was Wl a1
wqw Ak ete. Here the 1llustration is WiA. @l@EFal 4 36K ete
a 339 of the 9%, being substituted for its w&q

gaada &e~—The well known argument of the Nyaya-
Vais'esika for establishing their doctrine of <i-the FRI@mM~—
which exists primarily and really in &4, 9, and 4 only, and
is predicated - secondarily and without any logical justifica-
tion, of &, GAad and &3,

aoFadl fgiad :—Here begins the third and last division of

P. 5. 1. 20 @eFmIE piz IEFANTE zra (Example) may be by @+ or Fus,

that is, it may be (A) smilar or (B) dissimilar to the 98, And
go also is Z@rFaE (A) similar and (B) dissimilar. The first of



P.7.109.

(A1)

(A. 2)

(A. 3)

(A 4)
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these, that is, Wedwm wrarn@—Similar example which is
fallacious—is of five kinds s—

AITIANGG e, g fear qerIsTRAA, awnuEd Here the @i, viz,
Uy, possesses the @A viz. @@, but is lacking i the
AlGAEE iz, S9Ed, @AY béing T (=haE ‘B 5 aan”
Br. Nyiya ) and not omf. FHIa=Tm"a,

areaditig—e, g, W 9%: ®agad, g%aq.  Here the wim
viz, 9% possesses the @uwwd, wviz ¥wwd, but is lacking
in the @sgad, viz. Mo, af being @ and not @ar.

IyuIfig—subdivided into @4 and @8a, Thus, (a) R o=
yEJEIa, gead. has a @F6 which possesses neither @Wuwad wiz.
SN, nor WWEN viz. [9Ad, W2 being a9 and @@, and 1s
therefore Twaifes =g, But it is an SWa&s whieh is &g, that
is existing or real  (b) fic: 7R P, sngEa-Here the @@
sn#T is something that does not exist at all according to the
Buddhist, and consequently so far as he is concerned he will
have to treat it as a Tww=ma™@, It is bound to be SwnRE, that
is, @RIz 1n the matter of both, @i and @erd, Note that the
illustration can be modified mto fa: T=]: Tawnd, NFTEA so that
the T may appear to be both @uwwiE and arrmifaE even
according to those who regard si%mi as real, butitis not so
modified because we have to illustrate a Z==d which is a/@g

sa=q-~where the 3% i e. positive concomitance of
@d and @1 is not stated, but only their co-existence
or togetherness (9&¥1a ) is said to belong to the ==, Thus,
if instead of saying a8 0% agiie WA T you say T Faba-

At = @, your @I is Jacking in @=7=ni@ and is therefore
A= TR,

faiarag— When the #=% that is the positive concomitance
is epuncieted convertely end therefore wrcngly. Thus,
if instead of saying FFeH A WH you say AGEW dEaE I,
you reverse the order of the @igd and the ars, and therefore
of the =r< and the =N9%, and thereby commit a fa]lacy.
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(B 4)
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We have similerly five kinds of 3adim emwmm.

areqga-~that is, the &7 @ from which @i= is not sabsent
(saga) Thus in 7@. 7% sudaE, R®AYEa where the 31y of
9 T s qGNE AT 99T OWNO:  the @MRME viz, SIS is
absent from Twnus ( T W@’ see supra ) but the @raud
viz. (%@ 18 not, WA heing ey (¢ Fera w@wFm,’)

AT --that is, the 22ra from which @rasa9 is not absent
(s ). Thus, n @ sRisig@d, $Had where the =iy of
JaEEEE is aSWE @y T %4, the GNMMYY viz, AgSe is not
absent from # (¢ wimm@@ W: ’ ) although the @wmad viz.
I 18, 9 betng not @ but i, )
SwaeTET~—that 15, the @7 from which neither the =
nor the Wewad is absent Thus, 1n fra: TsHEE, AFREL
1t cannot be said that the @i=aa  and @wEEd viz.
@@ and ¥Ma@ are absent from enF@ so long as the
Nyaya—Vais'estka is there to assert that owm@ is a
reality possessed of &3 and A,

seqfiRF—that is, where the saf@saIy i. e. negative conco-
mitance is not stated but only the absence of the @
and @emed 1s smd to belong to the 32, Thus, instead
of saying sl A ¥R agad @ R ( =i T ) o e if you
simply say w2 guemeE |, it is a case of == wanting
in SRRy (SmEtRE T ) RegE=arEEEE and areega-
Wg AT GeEEEteen 1. e, without enunciating the suRiRE-
smis of aveanid and @A™ [ Read in = % p 7 L. 7. 55 for
s/ which is an evident misprint. One ms (K) reads {"es 9 a5e
=, another (N) &fierd 9 @ud = 1n the body of the Vrtti while
smdaaaa in the text of the N-Prave’sa. ]

fFmiasafiie——where in enuncisting the =If#=nid, the order of
the @raraE and GmRTg is reversed, Thus, in 7@ W= sgdam
the proper SARNEF=NY is A+ TN, ( ™S WA ;). But if
you say 37{ TG+ you commit the fallacy of Fwid sakie—
reversed sbsences. “SNWFNFWAT & WEIHIAARY 1 AT
wenggaar gdaa *—5S'l. Vart. A. Pr. vs 121a, 121b.

The list of the “Fallacies of the Example” given by Suguira in
his sketch of the logic of Dinna (Dir‘miga) and S’amkarasvimin
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is the same as that given above, together with the illustra-

tions. The Fallacies of the Homogeneous Example
(amwieara ) are s—

(1) The fallacy of Excluded Hetun ( @mavmifia ),

(2) The fallacy of Excluded Predicate ( srravifag ),
(8) The fallacy called Excluded Both (wwmmidz),
(4) The fallacy of Absence of Connection ( &&= ),

(5) The fallacy of the Inverted Affirmation of the Example
( i ).

The Fallacies of the Heterogeneous Example (3u=izera) are —
(1) Included (Unexcluded) Predicate, (@=mmaa),

(2) Included ( Unexcluded) Hetu (@mwengs, )

(3) Both Included (Unexcluded) ( S¥wam=amgy ),

(4) Absence of Disconnection ( #=4{E ); and

(5) Inverted Negation of Heterogeneous Example (fivda=afis).

It will be noticed that the order of (1) and (2) in the second
group here is the reverse of that of the corresponding
fallacies in the first group, as enumerated in our text. So
glsoin T and Ch. T' has the same order both in the first

and the second group. (SeeN. Pr. PartI[ G.0.S p 21
Comparative Noteson P 5. 1. 20)

Dharmekirti’s first three and the last in each of the two
groups (@nsdo and 9o ) are the same as those in Nyaya-
praves's, except that he omits the word =% and paraphrases
oa@iRg by %% and Mg by s=ifiU®; which makes mo
difference in sense  But, between the third and the last in
each group, he adds a new set of three T@=imms baged op
#g, viz., GRTEmENH], dRE@ER and m’ivaﬁm?, and ane
more distinguishing #wqR@ra from @9=T in the It of

aEERERTs  and  OTGRGERR® from SERRE  in the hst of
aqwfemﬁms Thus he has nine @w=iEzmwgs and nin,
Jaeieeraaras instead of five and five of the N, Praves’a. (see

N. Bindu, Bib. Buddhica Ed pp. 87-93 Dharmakirti’s list s

adopted in the Nyayasara of Bhasarvajiia, and in the Pramana,
nayatattvalokalamkara of Vadi-Devasiri, a Jaina,
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Kumarila Bhatta’s list of @re=iterwaas i the same as that given
above (see S’lokavartike, Anumana Pariccheda wvv 107b etc.)
He first mentions the two which in the N. Pr. are called sa=7
and AWarTa, and then the three corresponding to the other
three of the N Pr. called by him ¢ @r-gg-ww anftizns ’.  His
illustrations are substantially the same as those of the N.-
Praves’a. cf. “ erRanveafasan wambd. | Fa) aiagad s7aa
AR, | geag SwmaEiy sieghd ski1” S, V. AL P vv. 115-
116a. Cf. further F_Fd g a~onomd gfma @a-ibid, v128a.

In coming to the question of illustrating Susdws=wa he
discusses at great length the fundamental question of the
place of FRRF=A% and Ju¥eerd 1 the process of Inference
and criticises the Buddhist view on the subject. In explaining
the nature of ‘ sm=m%,’ he spesks of ‘@R’ or ‘@gIR’ as
distinguished from ‘=g’ .

Prag'astapada has siz @@wamm@s which he calls ¢ feZianrgs ’, his
addition being smswfé@ under each of the two heads—araww
and I of, REE-wA-sERE-TEE-RRagEr R
AT | R OIS 9T W, 99T SO, JUTERI, 991 e, S
IR qered A1 where ®mRRE is added and illustrated by
an: [ wdaenh W a RteRe | & asaeEieiy: @22 Com. ]
of. also [FFT-TAAN-TAETA-HINEE-PIA-HIGTA T TRHAGRARAE:,
where again the RggarTa added is smw@a.  The others in both
the lists are substantially the same as those in the N. Praves'a.

Siddhasena Divakara, the auther of the Ny&yavatara (a Jaina)
has siz under each of the two heads which be does not fully
enumerate, assuming that the word ‘ &%’ may suffice to suggest
them to the reader—the three that are omitted from each
being those connected with 3= and =afi® respectively. ( see
Nyayavatara vv 24:25) The reason given by the commentator
Siddharsigani—for their omission is interesting:—

a3 9 RIgN eraIEsIR S, aqu—araaisaRas) Rrdaraaniy
crone TRATAR. TENATER | SR Rt & EEIRGHRE TR
FAREERR g9, | anR—a aggad) e Ageeii ofk &
A It ST SRR §a: G TR E: S |
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e gievic, “egAd P @ Puedid &o” ( Patjike
P.72b)
FqT. 9. g aeiemdRendl &e. It should be noted that while in the liat
P.33 1 2-5 of ammizarMs, @EAuHiva was placed before eremifeg, here
in the list of J9+deerarids @sar is placed before BrFaTaTIY,
Why so ? The variation of order is justified on the ground
that in @59 ( with @9=E=eg ) @ has to be mentioned before
g, while in suR® ( with Fuweot ) @ has to be
mentioned before @emmim  See supra, Notes p. 73.

(@a =g F[WEENT. TIEEEN ol @ AUERN arveaaREs O
AEREIASR] 45 3900 | S9RisaRt § A RRL L. ... d0EE0
A SARAE PRI AT TIRISEE Qg GaRl 8y oy A
graareaga gia— Paijika p. 72b, 73s.)

T* places arqAmEaEH first, unlike T°,Ch and our Skt. text in which
it comes after @gEmz  ( See N. Pr. Part II. G. O. 8. p. 21.
Comparative Notes.) The comments in the Vrtti and the
Panjika show that they were not aware of T'.

sq1. 9. g. Foeass: S9: ete—Here Pafijikd notes: © o Aae-

P. 34, 1. 4. TreTEE FaRE dsed gfi | ag'ez;ala mmr&mmﬁmmxm SweraEdat
mseg@EnibRiGaiEtT dmeag Here there seems to be some
misunderstanding. Vriti never meant to 1mply that gwrg
was really Bl'za—lt was, as shown in the pre\nous secnon, an
example of IFREFTE W in ¢ FCISIREEHIERTEE | means
TFAETIHCESaN, and  so (FEEaaE= amaﬂmma InP. 73,
1. 9 of the Pafijika, add 7 ¥afy after a¥3aH,

st. 9. 9. eafs &e.—This is all, mutatis mutandss, like swwg, a G-
1. 6. wrari@ mentioned above. sEARRF=stRETRRE, B argama-
figeai—. e, without the statement of saiats=aiy, such as qET
T EOH,  SIRNEIF= TR [RUSRTEAAA, 7. e. merely mentioning
the casein which there is the absence of @< and of @MW,
without enunciating the =aiRF=d.

qfamr e R mwﬁqf*m etc.—Note * eragiiigearoia q1 S IW

P. 78 ab. a1 fier: TSETAG GREARR qWErd =G g @53t "—Patjika

7L 4. . & oeenn T ete RIS (Pasijika ) aifEmET=EgMa-
P, 84, 1. 11. vnasrgaad, ( Pabjika ) swas=aremmdvansad ( Pafjika ).
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AW iR agReowa g | ey 9 agRi AR because @A is
P, 73b <wif®—See supra Fundamental S'loka.

/1.
P. 85,

.
1.

We have thus finished the chapter on @m=wr@ or False Proof
which consists of three varieties viz., 1. Statement of a false
a8 (Fallacy of the Subject or the Minor Term), 2. of a false
¥ (Fallacy of the Reason or the Middle Term), and 3. of a false
zo=a ( Fallacy of the Example. )

AT g ete~—Some mss. read se@AE, The usual word

. is 5@ (causal), but 5@ is also correct. This is an exposition

of the second line of the Fundamental Verse—Sq&gddai 9......

awii etc.—DBefore speaking of the Z§7and ynmg, the

. author wishes to say something of S and srgawW ( FEmAA

q agEEERER geea—Pafijika p. 74a) s@AmEsw ete—The
commentator sees a point in the separate mention of g
and &7gAM instead of the use of a compound word ( SEFAT )
in the text of the Fundamental Verse: it is, he says,
to indicate that the two have separate provinces (ffwwfawaam-
@), These are @aegW and @MIRPEW respectively. SoI&
bears testimony to We@m—the particular only; while the
general aspect or @RI is contributed by egam. Thaus, in
the cognition of %= there are two elements, viz. first, the
cognition of the particular @2 in itself without reference to
its W= (the general- character, 92d), and, secondly, the
cognition of the ¥W= which is predicated of the particular,
Of these the former is 5=, the latter ®gw™. The Buddhist
thus differs from the Nyaya-vais'esika who regards both the

¥ and the &@—the particular and the universal—as objects
of s,

g. e R o1 sw—This is well-known, “ It is usually believed
1-2 that the Buddhists accepted only two pramanas; bat, as it

is evidenced by our texts, this ia not true. The Yogacaras,
seem to have adopted the theory of the three pramZnas as
expounded in T.B.S’. and As even after the reform of
Dionaga. So Sthiramati commenting upon the Madhyanta~
vibhigs Vrtti by Vasabandhu, (a copy f which has been



gyt
P, 74b

84

brought by me from Nepal and will shortly be pobtished )
says: ata Zha: praminatrayam (oi¥rityeti pramonatmys-
virodhena* pramTua frayam pueah pratyoksam snomSeam -
ngamoas’en.  of, aleo Vijniptimiteati<iddhi by 8. Levi, p. 6.
That this classification wns peenliar to the seet, which did not
aceept the reform of new logie, is proved by the fact that
Haribhadra in his AbhiramayilankSriloks ( 1st Ghapter in my
forthcoming edition ) expounds the wame theary pratynksi-
numinigemapramfing i more than ones Dr, G. Tuecil,
Buddhist Texts on Logie, Introduction p. seif. © armdrg—
sy affmer sa=m 1" This interesting remark will be
discussed belov.

OiR  TEEETERT s A st fas Rt
Read =em instead of #gwt-nn obvious wmigprint. rw=fi,
The different views in the watter of the Mat or the fr7n have
been stated very clestlyin the Pahjik® borrowing the state-
ment almost verbatim from the Ny#yabiadatiki-tippenaka
of Mallavadin ( 9th or 10th century A. D. ) “awft LreimtonieR
serre ariad gal fed afed); sgme wany ey, 8 Rl
it T T AR [ s ] 1 sk
AR A (A gU. SRR GRS ) ARged sAoaRny
e g FRReR sy afmeenameaeeee

Gf. “x thmineeRRie sage gmR grlt R R
g WY oA A G | slda Enl G680 R . 9w
YRR | SRR ¥ qArRd A9l g 1| eneiaadl SieeRiR
AR sR Aufael sy o,

TR aE ISR mm&mﬁzman‘%‘fa w80 qegAl
STNRY T, | G & T quel A S0, SR or 3dg—the Buddhist
substitute for ¥~ which 13 not regarded as a positive

© reahty as i the Nyaya-vaig’esika system, but as a negative

“idea consisting of a double negation ZI-ag-=mIRi+, £. to be other
than the other. g ete.~This explanation of &= wherein 3%/
is said to be the thing itself is still liable to the cherge that it
is herdly different from wmwI@gw, Consequently, esnother

explanation 15 proposed : TREANE ATIAMRR | W, TR TG BFA
I,
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aqrfie—Part of a passage from the Nyayabmdu of Dharmaskirti
AeT By segu | Iy SREMEREERA AR TR |
AT NG, | SRS | o aRTeed  QISTARRT
fiva | Mark that the difimition of &g given by Dbarmakirty
steers clear of all reference to the nature or 4@ of an object
which savors of @™, a defect from which the definition in the
Paiijika would seem to be not clearly free &=, he says, is
just that whose presence or absence makes a difference in the
appearence of an idea in consciousness Being thus effective

in shaping our ides, it is real. (FAPFTEFISITARET" )

SAAN  AAM-00e..... I0GAIEH-As soOn a8 a sense comes into
contact with an object, the object which endures for a single
moment and no more ( an mfinitesimelly small part of time )
18 apprehended as something 1n itself which is distinet from
all other things, even those belonging to its own class, This
aspect of the thing or object is called &7@gw  When the person
has apprehended a series of such moments or rather of objects,
each member of which lasts for a single moment only, it
becomes an object of conception wherein the character of that
object 1s determined. Be 1t noted that 9™1% can reach the series
—the @@M—only, and no single member of the series, the latter
being too evanescent to be capable of bemng caught in a single
s®g By € is meant a series of similar successive moments
of an object which 18 mdistinctly apprebended ( amz=m -
FARIYTAGT- TN I=q-Pafijika.) The other aspect
of the object which is called @mmris the form which that

object possessed in common with other objects, and which
enters the determinate knowledge of that object. This is really

not an object of 5@ or sensuous apprehension, but of s,
Thus:-When we see gd, the @ which 1t recalls to our mind as
its concomitant is the general concept of i (as different
from smfA——( EENgRI-or &Mz ) such as belongs to all fires,
disengaged from all such particulanties as hayfire, wood-fire
etc. and it is this general =% which is inferred from uw,
Thus s 18 apprehended by =igam. This would seem to
mean that 5A& is mere sensation. But this position would
be somewhat modified if it be regarded as perception alsos
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In the latter case, however, according to the Buddhist, ®gam
comes into play by contributing the element of conception.
This comes very near the Nyaya view of fif%9% and wii=wgs
swe1, with this important difference that the @mra involved in
the latter is apprehended by #/ga™ and not by 5% according to
the Buddhist. This differnce, however, is further reduced if
we remember that the ramregm s&@™ of the Nyaya- Vais'esika
is not ordinary (‘&%) Tae1 but extra-ordinary—(‘srl3%’ )94,
By the way, the reader will note that the nature of the &ga™
above set forth (fEsammAlEnIaatEERy AIRdQRd s
g & afgEriad & g9 salg: Siened g aErgiEgae S, )
fits in with the doctrine of =@ which Dinnaga is supposed to
have discovered.

WA 9 G R fvy. ST | gwm qgmR Sodd Soeflay
T =i R a@t Gegistmi=g@g: - NBT. on  which
this whole passage is fonnded, has FqFRIEI ¢ e¢. IIBI
sam;  qeRER:  fegs—with  no  eubstantial difference of
meaning except that the latter points to a tharough-going
gencationalsm—TPafijiki p. 74 b. Cf. “@Fa R fasa: wawra
Qs IENGNEA | NN qaNTEc | o R aisareayy:
SQEe & g9 Ch O Saeaeg TAGISIgaT [Asw 8aM @3 | daF @
q sage ST GURY SORIgRTEER | qaigaeay  Eekeasag sl
ZEgRa SREEAR | g GRS Joe: /eguea( = )3Eend
Jaed: W@egTHwEted SofaETagTeeE | eomeeg w: 1—N, B, Tika
of Dharmottara on Dharmskirti’s “ o&7 f@93: @egog ” N. Binda.
The 359 of 5w is of two kinds: (1) =@ end (2) srgadg;-that
is to say, (1) that which ie the object of sensuous apprehension_
and (2) that which is the object of intellectual determination.
In the case of 5g, the @W or moment—that is, the object
which exists for a single moment only—is the object of
sensuous apprehension, but is too fleeting to be reached ( &V
mufganTaed ); what is reached is the series of momentary
objects which we conventionally imagine to be a single object
by what is called st<maw, that is, intellectual determination as
distinguished from wEw, that is, sensuous apprehension.
Similarly, the @9 of &igw™ is also two-fold -5 and er=m@aT,
The W& of elgam—that which is apprehended by Inference—ie
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awrg,  REeaEaRengmwieetE aunikidd  aeegean o
aRENIEE o sag: sfmet 3R armeriagaEe sie—Paijika),
It 18, however, not @14 but @17, and therefore unreal, (sgmwdy
wsipastdsaaaRm  sgaedni—N.B.T.). But when by a
further act of thinking, the object is reached, that which was
apprehended by inference-1ts M~yiz. TAFI—is identified with
this @vgn by semEaw ( eEw@aEIwEw: MO EEYTET T
Ay Rl 9 aRiEe ¥ O R A SRR i—
Paiijikd ). The 4/ so reached is o, as distinguished from the
aigam which was appreherded ( =@ ) by 1oference and was
awd, Of these one is superimposed upon the other in con-
sciousness (@ GRUEASA TwAm:  Eegvem( = A9 gawa:
weroREERd STRiRadisgEe | smdeg o —N. B. Tikd, and as
vae Panjiks adds smmmegrgayy: moigE weew @@y ). For
further explanation as well as for tracing some more bits of the
Panijikd to their source see N B.T. Tippana of Malla-vadin,
“ qeAtHaEBRTER | SRA TEUTel FFa ( e qraalar W apam
SRR G5 egA T4, | QI § SaARiNG &1 CHRESTAREISEEGE,
&8l JENl SEIIEHERT T A |, JATEdE | § damsn Reand
Fgmaitm e ARARO

qi3KT @ gerfsie’ Fosdf—For the number and names of saras

P. 74 b recognized by otber schools of, * &emmeniisTeRiFraser gy ¢

P 75a sssw gA. oomee fulkok: |+ @l ) dmiew sogmeems
WAGTRTAERST  GNENgT R g @R 1 SiReeg dengs
SANFATIRARATAN A | ARG R, SwgEIsaR 1 —N. B, T
Tippani, p 15 The Paiijika omits the notice of =% and adds

that of the 33@% who admits three SHYg—sz 9%, STAN
and %

LY g dewamamsEeaaa-Ths is shown in the Panijika as follows:
P. 85,11 1-3 segigaearikcmsmiat o gendsemd [ aendinemd is a misprint ]
qiSgET,  RAAREA 309 | enalaHd [ this may better be siawir )
P.75a qaissaml i | wefamines & sad @ief am 1 soagei 1 R
w0 @ The distinction which the Pafijika draws

between 5@d and ¥gAA, and between the two on one hand and

the 8o called a=Zamu on the other, is as follows . auii saet gomy-

e ate] (e R | aigan g Reraed fae Radsms
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o damed qak,.  Note (1) that according to the
Buddhist the &w has passed away even before the 5®&g could
reach 1t; what it reaches and apprehends is ¥am—the object
which as matter of fact is a series of #ws technically called -
‘@5’ (2) v@e is but sensation and reveals only the particular
a8 distinguished from all other particulars, even those belong
ing to its own class; 31gAM on the other hand while revealing
the particular which as shown above can only be a @&@m—

co-ordinates that particular with other puarticulars of the class
and differentiates it’from those belonging to other classes,

thus converting the sensation into perception through the
mediun of the new element of the concept. Still what both
sae and igAM reveal 18 f79a ¥4, that is something which is
wvariebly there No such reliance, however, can be placed
upon T which often deceives us ( Read the interesting
illustration—found elsewhere also--given in the Pafijika-

qW T FEarRIwER, AN 1 oA ek | Rrageeedean |
g == FFarFagRast |

TI1. 9, g, SR SRCEEERY aFaans Saqa—sAmegad is indisputably g
P. 35,1, 2 work of Dirfndga. Hambhadra—the =uthor of this Vriti-

QHERT
P. 75b

may possibly mean that the problem of the inclusion of other
zAwis has been dealt with 1n sareg=a and otker works of the
same author and has therefore not been detsiled here. In
that case, the Nyayapravesa will have to be attributed to
Difnaga according to Haribhadra. But the language of the
line—"* eFfiaa ete. “—is not conclusive  For, 1t is equally
possible to take 1t to mean that the point has been discussed
i certain other works such as Pramanssamuccays, which
does not necessarily imply that they were, according to
Haribhadra, works of the anthor of the Nyayapraves'a.

ARy S@gAgAE AR ete—A note on the express mention of thé
number—° 3’—in the Nyayapravesa. It is, says the Pafijikd,
intended to indicate that be rejects the views of the Carvaks,

of the Vaisésika and others, who recognize only one pramanpa
or more than two pramanas.

sqr. 9. g. o FEkar ete. (Vrtt) of.' Dharmottara’s N.B.T. i gtawrif
P. 3513, aqa Faicn s
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O3 ol SR sageE e RRi-gf. ¢ an SgEETLSEa
P. 75 b. wimae gawwt fior 1 ” N, B, T.

TGT. 9. @ TG ete: It would have been better to print the lines thus -

P17,

97 SO GRR TIAY SR AWETEERERRd o | send SR

1.18-14" a3 i s W
. 9. T sagily stda-Cf. @ ggaqd samdensrad 3 A9 N, B, T.

P. 35,111

»h 17,

15 g9 sfeans segm-and tomand oR oRalifEd sl aad R e

on which the Pafijikd runs as follows -1 eHIIEWRE..

o3¢ o sfvemiame s@ag ) swiems sR=Sag, sEsEa mﬂ
SRR Y QNI . 7 S- aiunies onRR seeisEar S SRR |
oY sae g TEEl 9T SR A @I, R A W O AW SWg

| FH AN o oy whaEd B e iRans SEieew e

yalgEamd wogrey i s@efis | Now, compare »—swesiif
sRmaAnAaneay, | R SFaRY Ehadfa e | SEeseTheTRy
RAEFIRIMRRREERE O g9i%F: sgsvs ®a: N.B.T. and st8awd
aeif o o SgRrTeRiaanTe: | FOTE SeRasd eae? JasEd-
AERHTEHS T S, FAGET | Ja9 e g Swa) 92 &Y 9 e =
R S TN S T W) ey g advwar wWat N, B, T
Tippani. This explaius why the word 5@&m is to be taken
as a og@ and not as a FAARA compound. I have guoted
the parallels from the N.B.T. and the N. B. T. 1. in extenso
to show how our commentares convey echoes of the
works of Dharmottara and Mallavafdm

LA 9 SEg  FewdE wemed e ammﬁﬁmq_l‘o
P, 71113-15. “ svraden. ” of Dindga, Dbarmakirts, who is his Vartika-

12

kara, adds the condition “ &=w=a",”. OF course, this was
understood n Difindga’s definition. At the same time,
Dharmakirti omits “ @@% ” which is understood from the
context. To me the definition of 54 given by the Buddhist
logicians seems to be clearly a paraphrase of certain parts of
the defi:ition contained in the Nyayasttra of Gautama: « gizani-
AiEaIaa ﬁm@n’iﬂmmﬂﬁ SYAEIE% S, ”, where ¢ sraRggy =

‘ gggadien’ and © st = ‘epga’.  The latter equation
needs no explanation; but I shall have to explain the former,
which 1 will do after finishing the relevant portions of
our commentaries.
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a1, 9. 4. FWAdeR etc—Alternative ways of dissolving the tompound,

P, 35,1 8

P. 76 a.

. ¥. 9.
P. 35,1. 9.

a3t
P. 76 a.

gLy

which, however, yield the some meaning, wiWd =g—For
the sake of clearness better read vawmwd: @egWly R,
Since ‘ @@’ ( explained as AwerRA= ) falls outside the
function of swe, 5ees has for its object &@&m only as distinguished
from wmwue@sw which falls to the share of ergam™. ( see notes
supra ).

In line 2, read: * srmgmidnden®g ” for °Rwii®—which is an

obvious misprint. The passage is & further explanation of

the point as to the way in which the word ¢ ssm’ isto be
dissolved. ( see supra ).

a= fafwmiy wak—The Patjika supplies © &gl ».

®NFMER ete.—&9 stands for all the different kinds of objects of
994, being the most prominent of themy—so0 that @& is of
five kinds corresponding to its fws.

a9 a8 FEraed | &eo—For explanation see Notes on the

P.7).13-15=1 5  and the 3% below. awe@REFRZaL—Meaning

WL Y g
P. 35,
IL. 5-7.

of “FraieR=FEImsE FEFREn ashE Faaded—(N Pr. Vr. 1. 35)
Panini I1I.i 38, and illustration in R, ¥, FWAERA; slewwmy,
when taken asa bahuvrihi~—Pafijika %231 from Y to cut
out, to determine, to characterise. This determination or
characterisation may be by (1) % e. g. B, (2) @R ¢ g,
(3)ame g. 95,(4) Bene. g. w=F, or (5) &7 e, g. FOFT—
Elsewhere e. g in the K&vyaprakdsa #=9 is taken in the
sense of that which is denoted by a singular term. Compare
the passage of the Vrtti with that in the N.V.T.-Tika of
Vacaspatimera:—“ azsemey B amn fARSisd s=w Rl sifa.
qRg Al MWK ) JIGRY TE g5 &1 Ry Berar o= 3Ry
FSAAERY FEV T QUSH | R Foa A T AT a: SERAl A1 AR S
gome” (N.V.T.Tika p. 102 ) It is thus a function of
words. With a slight difference the doctrine is traceable to
the Vyakarana Mahabhasfya. %1 has been thus defined and
explamed in the N. Bindu and its commentary. “ sRrmdad-
Jraiesdfe sE | SRRt AaRem: s w1 el
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duf: QAR ERSRRTERERTAN  §E IR R, Laeses
whemdag SRl awt S @ adiem 0 Y,

A g :— fEa e &e.” Quoted from Kumarilays 8'loka-
Varhka see vv. 112-113 on the senqgy and com. thereon:
“ oRa wRmTaE wad R | aremR-Haeea geage  a BERE
3 WRF aRAgEEa | AERaREE g safeaaeli 1 7 geEneed-
I TAT g TepgieeEn sRFrmEny A GEMeETdi a=m,
d o ol | aemiRisgEETEEal Ty SRaaERR s
spmita fRldwes sdiifamatantoe gergied, sxan K REARDS as=era
wr, sregaese & [ I prefer to read @ for @ of the published text]
gy fyer iR, .a BEe g fdd sl =g | eme
A, IR I | IR A PfiEeTE SRR 1 ERae-
TET ST T IMREATINEEELS g sdnadiad aq Deaiagea 1
fmtareg @G —While the Buddbist regards ffdEs as
the only kind of w@a (='sensation’), Kumarila justifies the
inclusion of %37 also in g, which consequently has to be
rendered by ‘perception’ instead of ‘zensation’ as in the Buddhist
view. His argument is- “ adt W gFag wueiemiSdar | gagEd

afy sagem G ” (S, Vartika Prat, v.122 quoted m the
Panijika ).

Garswn amg —Quoted also in  the N. B.T.Tippani which

further adds :—" angyan AgeFREadiaEd A \ ' SEq: TR
& scaaaiEl 1 @ Qska s Wi 9 TR ( sghehn nd ad e
wad | "—Bhartrhari’s Vakyapadiya.

The definition of & given by Dinnaga has been subjected to
a long criticism by Uddyotakara. “&® g s=a=i-mued seaaiefifn
a1 %4 Fg a9 21 SiRdeRk | afes @ sRvfima 3 SR
R Frreenghml RStemaidid Aoweff « @ & sen-sg
s wsdishrfigy 1 AR s@w, femEran 0 ew 9 s,
SEMEFAE FAFAT: | O FAFIRA AT gR 4 qael A

(@ T sl 1 ok saesaiR®, 9 s

TEARRE, T AT TEERIRTN IR THegN, 4 sEm e
oFF A=A, QAT BT <8 NE FeATNeMA ¥ amaE, 1 eqiser
e AsY. 21 gR Seg, SO | B9 2 | g SORReRiR A
TR | [faRf S aemEERi ) e 9 Nommend:
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qotaTATs SR S FemdieRi | iR A adarsar= i
e 3@ sraRad | SoaRQat Svespal Grganuay sewarem
8 ANR, € demRREaREeTaad JIETRFIN | 8 HET A AREREg
FETETER: | 99 g sgar sigats 1 & el a R
o gifkdish eqaiat @Ry ARG a3l 1 scmEEa ) w39 3
I FAEY SRR RRAEE | 9 36 arasamiondiad a
FRurEw |« ARgmiEA Wl | 9B a3 SEm | a9 19 g
AR [EFIGIRRTETSad 4 9 o egenaeel 99l @
FTY TFRRTERaE, ae [REERe ARYR aeERn g 1913
9 FREERmAREE g, dean SOEE A WY SUgw,  Seseeng
Tl | O Sorgegn A @ | 9 TenAIdiensd ST wriinie 21
YIRS sqrarG: @ey aaiEafieee aesantdiaa 31 eind @R
9 e | Gee oxeisoEnd sag sewaenk ¢ 1 el
IRFAFTHEEANGT | T 998 Sgv B3Eda o aqt = A @ 1R
( Nyayavartika on Nyaya-Bhasya on N. Sftral 1. 4.) While
Uddyotakara does not name the author of the definition it is
plain that he has m mind a particular Buddhist writer to
whom he refers as ¢ weed * (© $sear wzgwen P 7 ) But Vacas-
patimig’ra distinctly nsmes Dinnaga as the anmthor: “ gsfy

Rgmer squmaaefy s gRit 7

.9 T 59¥ T ete— Whosoever be the author of the -
P. 7,1 13-15 Nyayapraves a—whether Dinndga or  Sankarasvdmin—
this definition has been attributed by Vacaspatimis’ra to
Difndga ( “é&f Rewmr  swgrEl—sm i —

N. V. TTika ). This, however, does not necessarily mean

that (a) it was originated by Dinn3ga; nor does it imply

(b) that it is taken from the Ny&yapraves’a which consequently,
according to Vacaspatimis’ra, would be a work of Difinaga. As

regards (a) see in this connection Prof. Tucci’s * Buddhist Logie

before Dinnaga ”=-J. R. A, S. July 1929. 1 think the
definition goes back to the Nyayastitra of Gautama—" gfxaf-

FHAH  EICIRYUAREIR  SaurTE m——(LI 4)——where

- IR5H, corresponds to our FIHNEH,, and ‘FEAREN to ¢ S’

which would be out of place in the metaphysical system, and

therefore in the logical treatise, of Difndga, but was restored

by Dhbarmakirti. According to this interpretation of the
NyZyasutra, the Rfeem® (‘sgwmaEd’) would be the only
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539, But this position which is identical with that of the
Buddhist, would be open to the criticism, which the
Nyayavartika passes upon the latter, thatn that case it could
not be even characterised as ¢ S@e’; and this has led to the later
view of the Brahmana Nyaya that Ff#eTs is not 5% but .
(b) “s3er w@TIen "—quoted by Uddyotakara and attributed
by Vacaspatimis'ra to Difnaga occurs in the latter’s
Pramana-Samuccaya ( ¢f  5og-wgTms amenarasgad, "—P S.
ch. I, Vidyabhtisapa’s H.I L. p. 277 ), and consequently
it does not necessarily imply that the Nyayapraves’s, in which
italso oceurs, is to be attributed to Diinaga saccording to
Vacaspatimisra, Subject to verification from the Tibetan mas,
I surmise that the further quotation—“afE® a awashndiay 7
TiEREiRen  ArwergRaf oSt semeil —is
from Dmaga’s own Vrtti on the Pramana-Samuccays; the
- oEvEngL? 1 Vécaspatimira’s note 13 ‘the framer of the
definition’ himself—viz, Difindga, and the quotation lower
down “aag—wae Fagaid s@EMa &= ” is also from the same
author’s Pramana-Samuccaya, on which “fAvaEsrgRald
aRRRFRIAaad  aorged,” is probably s Virtti. Even if the
passages which 1 have surmised to be quotations from
Dinnaga’s Virtti are as a matter of fact not feund there, the
rest of the argument regarding Pramana-Samuccaya being the
source of Uddyotakara’s guotation will still remain unaffccted,

L A, T fe1adE a93 &e—~With ¢ #=d * as part of the definition,
P. 7 1. 13 Uddyotakara’s criticism “ & @eaay 71 SaERiclg FewNleaEY: ¢
gisal aff maen megaia ”’ would fail ( See Randle’s note, p. 8

of his “ Fragments from Difinaga” ). This shows that Uddyo-

. takara’s criticism was directed against the definition of Swe

as given in the Pram#na-Samuccaya where the word * &’
does not oeccur, and not from Nyayapraves'a where it dces
accur. ‘This section in the Vartika therefore, cannot be taken a8
an indication that the Nyayapraves'a was a work of Dinnaga’s,
On the contrary, it distinctly points to a definition which had
not the word ‘@’ in it, that is to say, the reference is to the
definition in the Pram3na-ssmuceaye. Read the lines is the
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text of the N.~Pr. thug: “a:r I FSTANE JoBARY TG AW
STIRRG dq! OlgWe St aaq BN SergE 1Y

While all the Buddhists are agreed about 5@& being “ #awries”
there are differences among them in regard to the nature of

the “ #gw’, which are noted as follows in the N. B. T.Tippani:

. G FYWARA TG, T FINA OG-
Rigra, gl | saR-Feifte seeRee  Aedfmiddierengs
FITRERd | AN 9 GINORMEEY OF 8 @ e
firefs wgmm | araidet § w@d so@ wwnR 1 These

differences are due to the differences in their epistemological and

ontologrial positions.

L. A, T, EET 91 @agomid waki—Such is slso the particular—the ‘thing,

P. 35,1 8. in-itself’—which is aweTenR@ewrizan’. * This consequence
is avoided if we make it clear, a8 Dharmakirti does,”—and we
may add as the Nyayapraves'a also does— that pratyaksam
means pratyaksam jnanam ( pratyaksam is subject to the
ambiguity of the term preception,’ and may either refer to
the object perceived or to the perceptual apprefension as such).
1 suppose it is avoided because kalpandpodha could not then
bear the interpretation suggested : it would mean epprefsnsion
which does not determine its object by way of Zalpana, not
an apprehended object stripped of determinations.”—Rand]e,
¢t gEETEHeE  Segudl FiN FEEEid w9 Pafjika
P. 76a.

L. 9. g, Sa=R, eELEeed.  Vrttikdra’s justification of “=¥ ™ and

P.35,112-10% &7t ” in the Nyayapravesa (= 2. P. 7 L 14-15). Theﬁﬁ'
has an object ; and that object is the particular, the thing-in
itself without its determination, Fegw as dmtmgmshed from
amegT || AEEaR=EE Al 0 e R W o wRag
(not the quality &) Raikd® wrarwaar (Pafijika P. 76a)

TOT. %, SIEWE A a3 5 werem, N. Pr. st siygfafafied s s i smgn—
P, 7,118. N. Pr. Vrtt. of. “ cniemer sdcfiaad &R sore, ”—Pras’astapada
+q1. 9. §. Bhisya p. 186. “ g mﬂmm&m@m
P. 35, L. 18%awma gl swffa: e digeimama dra—auRf-
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it a1 FReneg gf SiReara-—N. Kandali p. 188. Pafijika
gives the reason why the word S@&w, should not be taken as
an gdg compound. ¢ AgEFERE SR aad SoE R AR 92 &
a @ ” etc—Pafijika, following Nyayakandali: ¢ sfiaad
TR NS Edl Seel T Segen gig: 9a: 59 . That is to
say, it should be expounded as an adjective and not as an
adverb. (In Pagjika p. 76 1. 2 read sigmaRsIGEAg ).

T MEESE L. WER—f. ¢ aronsg R anm AREs =R

P. 35, R sfRwly s @R orRy W 35 S | BamRy R

1, 12-15
. 9. 7.

oI IR | aegasey 7w g P-~N, V, T.-Tika (p. 102)
7 g g3 @Fa ete —( N. Pr. Vrtti ) Explained in the Pafjika-

P. 35, 1. 16. The relation of &4 to £=5 18 not a causal relation, nor is it one

~,

NG
P, 76b.

~

qiAdt
P.77a,

gL 9. 7.
P 35,
1 19-20

of indentity. sRAHIE.——FEAN 1§ gam. Quami aQE-SEuEagaR-
TG | T AR IEERRNENRE | dgaaesRar iR P —
Patijika, The Pafijika then disposes of the two alternatives
as impossible in the case of 7% and @4 on the ground
that if a word were the same as the external reality one may
utter the word “A"® and have his month filled with it ! and if
either of the two were the cause of the other, the word ‘gold?
would create resl gold ard thus make the whole world rich, or
there could be no such words ss @7 and W= since the real
persons are dead and gonel So the necessary connection
between %% and ®% being thus demed, 1t is easy to see
how a ¥&4 into which ¥ does not enter is possible.
gEEw IesiRmemiEaEeiEad sdd samg 1 STEgsTd g
Aren agenengaamg. (Panjika p 771 1) Recall “sm@wand-
g A "—the Mimamsa defimtion of sam—In 1 6 of p. 77,
read w7 W w1, and m L 7, aacge.  The Pafijiks,
while endorsing the w3td of the Vritikara, makes an attempt
to justify the eraaia@ of the ‘gmar’ (N. Praves’a ) also.
geREegad, &c—Reason for the double meaning ( % and
@99 ) of the word 5w,

Mg—aAfzqameai, &c—Question: The object (@5 ) is as
much a cause of the knowledge as the sense ( §%%). Why
should, then, the knowledge be characterised by the sense and
not by the object, and thus called ‘%987’ ? Answer: In this



96

particular variety of knowledge, the variety is particalarly
characterised by the operation of sense ( sr@iarvER® ), while the
object is common to this and other varieties ( anaomrm ), The
Vrttikara obseives “ ermuRUa, @ay wuwvrIEEndE ” and
explaing : “ sPRiERaaEs Sglaammon, 1| adg saRTREdR
g

"L N. 9. “S% A wewm ete.” a passage which I have not been able to

P. 35,1 £3 trace so far. Is thls anustubh verse from the P. Samuccaya of
Dmnaga? GF. " T avgenaET SR GQOMR, § g9 aMRe
wRi FEda YN, Vartika Ben, ed. p. 82. For gar ffu-
A=y oo aFa gaglad &e Of. sl
QIO TERAA R | GRS RUERTAR, oigdEapd
TARfERER o duarda A% aoReR FeER s, asgdka-
2: N, Vartika Ben ed p. 32. Mark that the same illustra-
tion is given by both the Nyayavartika and the Pafijiki—a fact
which indicates that the logical studies of the age were carried
on together by the followers of different religious.

1. 24. =g wasgmal &e. The point of the objection is explained
clearly m the Padjika: “eEeRamaibaes eum qasne-
QRS TR  ARERSAEal §Nd A sRge-eRR- D R )
P. 77 b Yowmesrwrar |« agi Imeussaly @ @t The kinds of gm
which would be illegitimately excluded sre: aAIfE, &R,
and 2@ none of which 18 dependent mpon . These
three are thus described in the N. Bindu: “aa [ s=gf ] =gffam-
gm‘ama ERIARRAEE AR PRIIRE Gaa-aUIada S qaag—
SRR ARG — 1  GASWEAISFGAAS NRET AR—1 97,

g<qa W&—Answer These three are included by virtue of
the words “Famd TR =sdaeER (sdiicwn aeEil
gemag—Paijika ). If you still urge that ¥A&@A though
sraEIcRR 18 not ¥FAFS (¢ wwns S a3 ) our reply will be
that the author is defining here %% s@= only.

sur. q. g fegiimd — {7’ is thus explained etymologically in
P.7,1. 15 the Penjika: ’ el wrsw o R @FFa 1 (2) ed madif
AR g @ a%&’mthat which is reached by mesns of the ¥
P.36,113-10 (G ol amie—Panjika) dhe=zmag, o
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AEgeH-~See supra =, %, p. 1 1l 89 and notes thereon. &=}
sguay (Paiijikd) awam N. Pr.P. 71 16)=Genw Rea (N, Pr.
Vrtti P. 36 1 4)sr@dsd (N, Pr. p. 7 1 16=sdfaR® afi® (N.
Pr. Vrtti P. 86 1.4) Recall the definition of s in Buddhist
logic, and earlier still m the Nyayasutra-Bhasya of Vatsyayana
where @51 7 ¢. the matter to be proved is viewed in two ways
arf 7 AT afifRS @ a9 axenfed, WEeR a1 adl efe =
g1

The Pafijikd prefaces this section with a short note on
the difference between ®ndigum and wWETgAA—" FFAFEIA
AR AT | SRR g @S @aa” This is an
impo1tant difference viz., that 9Ud sigma 15 @IS, since 1t
consists of (verbal) propositions, while TWdigma 15  @rEEs
consisting of a (mental) judgment. But 1t 1s pointed out that
some persons cannot think without words, in which case the
judgment becomes a proposition. This 18 admtted. Conse-
quently the difference between the two 1s that the wvdigm
is always T=ari% while the @rigar may be H9@s as well as
RIS (| BNARTay 9957 TgUTEAN Aead g | TR anrandeey A
sdRiagsay By SUgAl agE 1 ),

agg WA —Iirst, the nature of the @1gamaE, and afterwards
its two steps are described. These are (1) %= and (2) Rem
foffwa. The former is of the general kind (@m= w=.
FamAE@UEE  JURETRE—IA YW WE&u 9 @R age @y
g, ), the latter 18 particular ( FfREIaRma=Sa aRR gasa
gl ggs R el afefriaaw admme, ) Inference consists
in this application of the general truth to the particular
case (T SERAEN N9 TR QR AT, | I ST ANE-
EERAERR | SRR REaE @ wnd RN T el
Al FoEd T TREERTETEAR @ ARt TeERsaei-
A HTTEHUTAGHIRI, ),

w1, ¥.9. Read—"gergs 1 fffen ) sxewgd g—The Vrtti explaios the
P. 36 1. 5. point of giving two illustrations ( see =m. 5.2, P. 71} 16-17-=

?16.

qitx=r.
P.78b
13

i, s oFT Ei ar ),

One of them jea %¥33 and the other @Ry, aRganT—aH,
gar FARG 79| aEd RRTER W a5rgl, @ TQgE@EN wgrr—
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The third—called srgwesig is a SRR, not a REYY r.o.

negative, not positive. Here only two are mentioned; because,
after all em@ ( negation) is nothing and &gee™ ecan be
brought under @~ (%7 #IS AW I "IN @y Al

A B TG @URAEEH, | o[ MARM  EReRaald 5
I TIEAETR TN a1 )

R A % 7 | afmAETEd, (7. 9.9.) The point here discussed is—what

P. 7.
I.17-18
S0 9. 9.

P. 36.
1 8-20.

TRAGT

P. 79.

L 9 g
P. 36,
1. 8-11.

precisely is the @9 (%W ) and what its ®3? In Sa%
the Mimamsakas and the Naiy&yikas hold, says the Padjikd, that
8727, or the contact of the §&7 with the *rd, or that of
79 with the &, is the ¥am (5WEwW ) ¢f “@AERTH
g7 sogn ”—Muoktdvali &c; and &rigm and  consequent
gREM of the a1 is the %& (Read §WuEmR® in small
type). As regards @AW, they hold that f&® is the xam™
( 597 ) and g7 the %%, or @+ is the T9™ and gdiaE is the
%3 ( see Tarkabhasz ). To this the author of the Nyaya-
praves's has given a reply in one word * sirmETAE ( WA
& o Feafaaesa t ( N. Praves’a ). Thisis clearly explained
in the Vrtti ( P. 36 11, 8-11.)

aitHETa—The SAVEM—y=g or sigAta—is itself a determina-
tion of the nature of the object, which is thus the %= also.
( =tRFm- IR WD GAGETR 1 T IR o o )
As the Paiijika explains — @A FEaRISSREed smwom, loeesan
aR=SAETHARIRGR sRRa S | A TR SRS, 5 99F
BRERT 1 ...... 50000 Awsal TremEteiew widy T,
{¥g @23 aiSoet e w1 ”.  The view that gFingeRT is the
ulterior % is rejected in the Vriti on the ground * Rl
@it "—which is thus explained in the Pafijika: fmmfew:
AP I FERT ATl SRR —EMRRG Igd %S sMlaraRS A
acRS SAgta N AET | qnl gem SRSy gl aRad g
o GAIEET [WAnIaEm 7 et #oeqq 1" The text of the Padjika

(1. 9 from the bottom ) is corrmpt. It can be corrected by
giving it a little thought, but it is immaterial for oar purpose.

TFhe author’s view is thes snmmed up —fivrersa o Gara:
AR 1 SROBRRT &6 7 iR,
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P.36
n11-12

. 8.
P.7
I 14-19
LAy
P. 36,
11 13-20
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BR—AA SFATAIEF: ete.~—Objection: If there be no & other
than 594 and %AW themselves, 5§ and &g  would
cease to be s also; for, a ¥ isa 9 only if thereis a &
of it-—the two being correlative, TEAIRATN: eto=NATRIAIRFAN:
SgEgaE:  weed, f.e. SU% eand ¥PAA which you have
accepted as SAMs you now propose to regard as % also,
thereby dislodging them from the position of wamm; and
once there is no XA there is no %& of the o also ( NAWR 7
aweend: ) In 1 7 from the bottom of P. 79 of the
Pafijiks, read sAvmRARWEE" for SwmAEMARGAR: which is

an obvious misprint,

geqqRTeEq sArkad-~The whole process of knowledge reaching
as far as and including the %@ is %™, This is clearly explained
in the Vriti: * &g =nawvL.,, ... g@arad, ¥ Ryasew is the © &R %,
‘@R’ 18 the A, whose funection it is to apprehend an object.
¢ g=Radt *—that is, possessed of the functioning s is the
=it or knowledge ( s@fX ), which is at the same time Sa™ alco,
As the Vrtti sums up: Rwnel grgraad A HRER &
SAA AREEET SO—i. 6, the ®A possesses the form of the
fagm, and where it comes™ into existence it comes possessed
of the form of that fas% (not that it is in itself formless, and
becomes possessed of the form of the w7 afterwards); thus
the form which is essential in the ®¥® is the Sw™ which
proves the particular truth of the §m. Itis thus both the
gam and the %®. This epistemological theory of the
Buddhists is known as the sm@@@g, The Vriti knows of a
slight variant of ¥&IR—uviz. ‘ ¥WYR’ in the text of other
commentators * & g...which is explained as follows: &¥=ray
WOR: YgAM—a good MR, such as is SHIVETRAFIGL, that
is, capable of distinguishing truth from error. The &%t which
possesses such a good =R is FEaMRAN( G~ j&nid. Note this
as one more passage which shows that the Vrtti of g% is not
the only or even the earliest commentary on the Nyayapraves's.

=t a4 ete—The function of the 5w is to apprehend the

object (= am swrm dAeRIgmeras ).  The ¥A™ which
so functions has a @ or sAR which consists of its resemblance
with the object, for a & or &nfi or 50 is & copy of the object
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(murger SATe o (=) e adfe e SR,
When the 397 of a &17 possesses the form of the object which
15 hefore us, that 1 is Tam (B9aw sW@R g8 FAET aqdr—1. €

A7 ) Read in 1. 3 from the bottom of p. 79 of the Pafjika
“ o pEdfn od SAeReg | e areemdE ag | o dist:
wia 6y 79 TEHFART 9% FAVRI 7 that ie, TEANZTEIGIMGRE aRTT
¥ AR consequently ertarvmE swomdRoNE wed 7
Note the epistemological realism of the Pafijika,

Fegge &e—The ° F@erg@’ That is, determinate kuow-
ledge does not refer to the thing itself—the © &eaw’—
but to its generic character 7. e. the @mmr@sw. Now, asa
matter of fact it 18 the ° @@gw *~—the particular—that is ¥4,
and not @wmeEM. Consequently, the so called =@ of
qEFEgU—that 18, F@EEMA—is J@en¥E, ipasmuchas real
%A is possible of the &@ga only. ( ¥59W @2 = N a1 FEewd
VAT AFAOGNEITA,  THgIed—DBetter read FEEGNREIAR
as printed 1 the Vrtti (121) for Seawmdaa as printed
in the N. Praves’a and the Pafijika. It means: Inasmuchas
1t does not refer to the @eam which 15 the real = ( object. )
of s, Wath the other reading wegmitwa@m the argument
will be  The #5@'@a in as much as it és referred to the T —
which is not its real gbject—is S@eTHIE.

The Vrtti reads seriffagaay (11. 28. 24) which may be its
reading of the N. Pr. for the ‘&gwaa’ of our text; or it
may be its explanation of ‘ ggagd . For ¢ 153 * the Pafijika
reads ¢ geeTERE '~eic=arg@Eti—The real ¢ or 9w of =&
is eeEwl ¢ @idwa’ is that which is other than woe™ that is,
QERIEE,

For the ¢ sigmam=a * of the Vriti, p. 36, 1. 21, Pafijika reads
¢ qeogarRt ( @Ssard-mesaFa, ) with no difference in sense.

AT 9 TISIEAEAY.. ... saad (read WiEE| or TRFAY p—
Inesmuochas the perception refers to the ohject which
had already been apprehended in sensation, 1t is ZEamig
and consequently @™, FgAMRATIIR— While Fwu@ or @
in SER& turns it into S, the case is different with &qum.
In =@M, the arFamgn which is involved in the #Twamis
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applied to the particular case in hand, and so far it is a new

fact which it brings to light ( sRedaFamIsHiawTR Ja s #da

miReraaig afedt f5wge. samm,) Note, however, that, this pomt of

view implies the reality of @ri=r and tc this extent the
‘ logic of the Buddhist conflicts with his metaphysics.

s . EmEgEE saAgaEnTan-—The Pafijika supplies the reason why

P.7 @4 alone is mentioned and not TN, viz, EdigAEE
wq. 9. J. WETA Rl Ween seowda: ( Pafjikd ). Read * & damar
121-22 9 & I g aar.”

1. 9. aenaggrasi—Read tbe Panjikd on this as follows -—aftzdt

1. 1. @) ool ¥ warm . genfersE (instead of awmRmal) ogAE

w1 9. g REeAETEeEIA FeageEd segAmmen | wgiasi (N Pr. =
P. 37, «ARR® afifi (Vrtti) segaaer (N, Pr. )=siaiResnaine,

arERRrAEe qonfi—Here begms the last paragraph which
.3 deals with 33w ( Vide Fundamental Verse ‘‘@ras guu” ete ), the
only subject which remamned to be treated ( SFRITH—Vrtt: )

+91. 9. 3. Here, first of all is mentioned the fws of ggw. In this
P. 37,1 4. connection the Pafijikd points out that the word @mm in the

QiN®T. text stands for “gawE. (OMWMN dNTERIEYE...... dod gau-
P.80b =¥ i GeFRERA AWy qrsad— Pafijika ).

sq1 9. §. agaafRa—The N. Pr says ‘ggwf’ instead of ‘5w ’in the
P 37,1, 5 dufinition. This 18 to indicate, that there can be more zums
qi3®T. thanonen a single T of WA (7 %8 sw=wIZE: sA
P.80b. wHm g WAk & g ARSI I sRTRaTEEa R
g9 999 fi—ete. Pafijika) In the Pafijiks, read sy R

gAY | as texts of the =T 5. and = %. 5.

1. 9. § 9w fRowg—First the anthor of the N. Pr. mentions

P. 37 II 6-9 smadw generally, and next its particular varieties viz. a2
2@q4, and wrad, =

g =ean (N Pr. p, 8, 1. 4)=vgmamamt admesmriies sty
P, 80 b smumiteafift ama1 (Paijiks 80 b.) smmd smmwar &e.—The
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vice in the opponent’s argument may be pointed in a general
way (@®13a ) such as, whether it exceeds or falls short of the
requirements of a wvalid inference; or, the critic may
proceed to specify the viee ( &%Wa: ), and say whether it
contains a 964N, or 4 2359 or a8 TIWRW, Further, its particular
variety may also be mentioned. ‘

WL Y. 9899 ete.~~The reader may recall the s defined, illustrated
P. 8,11 4-6. and discussed abave in the N, Praves'a.

V1. 9. aeligEd cte—Not only S%H, bat the S#@A (=@ ) which is
P.8,1168, also mifirmsmrem. (N. Pr, Vrtti P 37, 1. 10.). The latter
¥41.9.9. is thus explained in the Pafjika: s sowad smaer<
P. 37110, soghegands ag( s@°—a misprint }-vrewd ¥ qEeed

qiYEn  SRergeeeE  aendremgag, Further, the Pafjika explains why

P.80b, mere S=@¥ is not enough' “ FgFmEAmEAN 77 etc” YW~

8la, gyEHki.——sTarET=md, ( Pafijika ).

WL 9. ergaEeaRaraEat ggomarEifi—The definition of gy,

P. 8,1 78, ’

w4v. . . For suftguonf read snicegaonfi—as found in the Pafijika, and

P. 37113 the same is explained as follows: @Itz WrezE=TER qIUEITER,

UEl  ersgendusRamadsnRaNaT( not W as printed ) ¥R gyoRA-

P.81b waf

St o9 9wz se—Kumarila Bhatta holds that @ is fa™, and con-

P.81b sequentily he attacks the argument of the wxiFeaa@s ( the
Buddhist, the Naiyayika ete.), vic Jagas qfed o0 v qa1 = 7
as follows by raising a dilemma or trilemma (1) Is Fasa
which is advanced as a 33 ‘merw’ ¢ If so, it is S@MIWM &im-
fa®, beng found only in the 98, (2) Is the Towm * aevmn’?
1f so, this Fa®d is confined to %2 ( the 2o ) and not found in
a3, consequently it is =g, (8) Is the &owd ‘swymay’? Im-
possible, for a8 (6. 9. %2 ) and #3 (6 g. 7% ) cannot possess
the same =%, This criticism which Kumdrila Bhatta has
directed against the Buddhist is a mere gwomna—falee criticism
For such a criticism could be directetd even ngainst, an s/gma
which is umversally acknowledged to be valid viz. @i, yam,
aa7 7y, Thus:—Is the 5@ which is advanced here as & &g
the g7 on the mountain ? or (2) Is 1t the @ in the kitchen ?
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Ih the former cese, it would be srarmw sdwras being found
only in the 9. In the latter, it would be &R, being not
found in the 9a ( AR sFaaals=y add . )

U @ &c.—Particular cases of WA are: (1) dw @aw
e, (FameRegE— Vrth) (2) sigeed seaqeasm, (3) Re
geshieigs awm, (4) ERgiSAslmgs aem(b) wifisRaE -
3% T=9au and (6) sgeem= guewmRisT==d, No (1) is a fellacious
ellegation of a general character regarding the component
perts of an Inference; No (2) is a fallacious allegation of that
is 9, that is, ¥ERME ; Nos (3), (4), and (5) are fallacious
allegations of 3@ and No (6) 18 a fallacious allegation
of TewarE,
el Remafiad 1
i gRegleaarEEgRmEiar
“Mr. Mironov suggests,” says D . Keith, “in Dinmatrasiddhaye
we have an allugion to Duindga’s name, and he thinks this may
be supposed by the fact that Haribhadra in his comment
on anyatra writes Pramanasamucayadsu” * The remark is
specially apposite ”’, Dr. Keith adds, “ if the author really were
Difindgg......nor is it quite legimate to pass over the possible
play in diim3trasiddbaye; it can carry no great weight
but it certainly improves Mr. Mironov’s argument.” If
on other grounds it is necessary to doubt Dinndga’s
authorship of the Nyayapraves’s, neither of the two grounds
above mentioned, viz, the word ‘ RZ’ m ‘R=wsReEd ’ nor
¢ areR =" EEwAEl ’ as expluined by Hanbharasiri will be
a bar. ( See Introduction, where the pomnts are fully
discussed ).

wif}=sq7q, In order that the reader may bhe just introduced
to the subject before he reads the larger works such as
quIMegwd ete. ~NIHAT, whosoever be its auther, may con-
sequently supposed to be later than smaag=s,

Remmfa=samRwERicas®,  Mark that Haribbadrasfiri—the

P.37120. commentator—did not see any suggestion of the mame of

the author ( R¥™ ) in the word ‘ Rzwi%e® ’ Had he done
00,88 a commentator be /ould not have failed to note it, as
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Mallinatha has done in his commentry upon the famous
line of the Meghadita—Rzamar aff ofigE TR |
ferafe—This name of the commentary is in keeping with the
purpose with which the Nyayapraves’a(ka) was composed.

In the copy of the = 5. 31 supplied to me by my esteemed
and learned friend Acarya S'r1 Vijdya-Nemi-Stri, there are a
few verses appended at the end giving the diversity of opimon
among different schools regarding the number of pramanas and
the nature Reality:— FEDISHGTH, GUAHEEAT AN, TIH a@ﬁ
TR , SRIGEE T TG | @ SaEe. 93f 19, [ES s
QT W, § S SEdiaay WEaiswEdl | | NEeHgdd 9 Wi
A gg) ediafiEA Gz SO S 0 S dmes g aied
W W ARG, | WEEHIRin TEEREE 52 | ety
WSSOI @RI SHIVAERERTE R S, SMFIRRETE aikan
s, TERE amiReRR SRERd, Sast e
wien, Yoaged saoRRRes ==

&ud—Construe @@= Llucidated for himself as well
as for others. Cf. ¢ @wwsd ( p. 82 ).

afF—Generally explained as Runozafe ( see p. 82 ). Philo-
logteally, however, it 15 9%@=1 Chapter, 2 Expository Note.
sgraegw—Completed on the ninth day of the dark half
of Phalguna, in the Anuradha naksatra, n the Vikrama
Year 1169,

gfy sfigiewEe &c—Composed by sia=mgR formerly known as
qRequiaals, pupil of Hwg@d=w@R, of good name, pupil of
sfidiEEgR.






